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APPENDIX  A - BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES 


APPENDIX  A:  BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  (BMPs) 

The  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  in  this  appendix  would  be  applied  under  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D, 
when  appropriate  or  called  for  by  the  alternatives.  Appendix  B contains  BMPs  for  current  management 
(Alternative  A). 

In  addition  to  the  guidelines  in  Appendix  D (CNFISH),  these  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  expand 
and  supplement  the  basic  guidelines  and  minimum  requirements  of  the  BLM  manual;  the  Idaho  Department 
of  Lands  (Forest  Practices  Regulations);  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  (IDWR)  Stream  Channel 
Alteration  Regulations;  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  404  Regulations.  Also  included  are  the  EPA  Source 
Water  Guidelines  and  BLM’s  Wind  Energ)"  BMPs. 


SECTION  A-1:  GENERAL  BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES 
1.  Road  Planning,  Design,  and  Location 

• Plan  road  standards  and  specifications  that  maintain  forest  productivity,  water  quality,  and  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat. 

• Road  specifications  and  plans  should  be  consistent  with  good  safety  practices.  Plan  each  road  to  the 
minimum  standards  for  the  intended  use.  Adapt  the  plans  to  the  soil  materials  and  terrain,  to 
minimize  disturbance  and  damages  to  forest  productivity,  water  quality,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

• Plan  transportation  networks  to  minimize  road  construction  within  riparian  conservation  areas. 
Leave  or  re-establish  areas  of  vegetation  between  roads  and  streams. 

• Plan  roads  no  wider  than  necessary  for  safety  and  anticipated  use.  Minimize  and  balance  cuts  and 
fills,  especially  near  streams.  Fit  the  road  to  the  natural  terrain  as  closely  as  possible. 

• Dispose  of  excavated  waste  material  on  geologically  stable  sites. 

• WTiile  cut-and-fiU  road  construction  is  common  for  gentle  terrain,  full-bench  roads  should  be 
designed  on  slopes  over  60  percent.  End-haul  excess  material  to  a geologically  stable  site  for 
disposal. 

• Plan  natural  road  cross-drainage  by  insloping  or  outsloping  and  by  grade  changes.  Plan  for  effective, 
well-placed  dips  or  water  bars. 

• Design  relief  culverts  or  roadside  ditches  where  natural  drainage  will  not  protect  the  road  surface, 
excavation,  or  embankment.  Plan  relief  culvert  locations  to  prevent  fill  erosion  or  direct  discharge  of 
sediment  into  streams. 

• Plan  minimum  number  of  stream  crossings.  Make  sure  they  comply  with  Stream  Channel  Alteration 
Law,  Title  42;  Chapter  38,  Idaho  Code.  Be  sure  all  Class  1 stream  culvert  installations  allow  fish 
passage. 

• Consider  reusing  existing  roads  if  new  construction  would  result  in  more  long-term  impact  to  fish 
and  wildlife. 

Road  Construction 

• Construct  roads  in  a manner  that  prevents  debris,  overburden,  and  excess  materials  from  entering 
streams.  Deposit  excess  materials  outside  of  stream  protection  zones. 
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• Construct  roads  to  comply  with  Idaho  Forest  Practices  Act  (FPA)  plan  and  design  guidelines. 

• Provide  for  quarr\'  drainage,  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  streams. 

• Clear  drainage  ways  of  all  debris,  generated  during  construction  or  maintenance  that  may  interfere 
with  drainage  or  impact  water  quality. 

• When  constructing  road  fills  near  streams,  compact  the  material  to  settle  it,  reduce  erosion,  and 
reduce  water  entry  into  fill.  Minimize  snow,  ice,  frozen  soil,  and  woody  debris  buried  in 
embankments. 

• Construct  road  stream  crossings  or  roads  constricting  upon  a stream  channel  in  compliance  with  the 
Stream  Channel  Alteration  Law,  Title  42,  Chapter  38,  Idaho  Code. 

• Stabilize  slopes:  Where  exposed  material  (excavation,  embankment,  waste  pHes,  etc.)  is  erodible  and 
may  enter  streams,  stabilize  it  before  fall  or  spring  runoff  by  seeding,  compacting,  riprapping 
benching,  mulching,  or  other  suitable  means. 

• Construct  cross  drains  and  relief  culverts  to  prevent  erosion.  Use  rip  rap,  woody  debris,  down 
spouts,  or  similar  devices  to  prevent  erosion  of  fills.  Install  drainage  structures  on  uncompleted  roads 
before  fall  or  spring  runoff. 

• Install  relief  culverts  with  a minimum  drain  grade  of  2 percent. 

• Design  roads  to  balance  cuts  and  fills  or  use  full  bench  construction  where  stable  fill  construction  is 
not  possible. 

• Minimize  sediment  production  from  borrow  pits  and  gravel  sources  through  proper  location, 
development  and  reclamation. 

• Place  debris,  overburden,  and  other  waste  materials  associated  with  construction  and  maintenance 
activities  in  a location  to  avoid  entry  into  streams.  Include  these  waste  areas  in  soil  stabilization 
planning  for  the  road. 


Road  Drainage 

• Provide  adequate  drainage  from  the  surface  of  all  permanent  and  temporary  roads  by  using  outsloped 
or  crowned  roads,  drain  dips,  or  insloped  roads  with  ditches  and  crossdrains. 

• Vary  road  grades  to  reduce  concentrated  flow  in  road  drainage,  ditches,  culverts,  and  on  fill  slopes 
and  road  surfaces. 

• Space  road  drainage  features  so  peak  drainage  flow  on  the  road  surface  or  in  ditches  will  not  exceed 
the  capacity  of  the  individual  drainage  facilities. 

• Outsloped  Roads:  Outsloped  roads  provide  means  of  dispersing  water  in  a low-energy-  flow  from 

the  road  surface.  Outsloped  roads  are  appropriate  when  fill  slopes  are  stable,  drainage  will  not  flow 
directly  into  stream  channels,  and  transportation  safety  considerations  can  be  met. 

• Insloped  Roads:  For  insloped  roads,  plan  ditch  gradients  steep  enough,  generally  greater  than  2 

percent,  but  less  than  8 percent  to  prevent  sediment  deposition  and  ditch  erosion.  The  higher 
gradients  may  be  suitable  for  more  stable  soils;  use  the  lower  gradients  for  less  stable  soils. 
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• Drain  Dips:  Properly  constructed  drain  dips  can  be  an  economical  method  of  channeling  surface 
flow  otf  the  road.  Construct  drain  dips  deep  enough  into  the  subgrade  so  that  traffic  will  not 
obliterate  them. 

• Prevent  downslope  movement  of  sediment  by  using  sediment  catch  basins,  drop  inlets,  changes  in 
road  grade,  or  recessed  cut  slopes. 

• WTiere  possible,  install  ditch  relief  culverts  at  the  gradient  of  the  original  ground  slope;  otherwise 
armor  outlets  with  rock  or  anchor  downspouts  to  carry  water  safely  across  the  fill  slope. 

• Skew  ditch  relief  culverts  20  to  30  degrees  toward  the  inflow  from  the  ditch  to  improve  inlet 
efficiency.  Protect  the  upstream  end  of  cross-drain  culverts  from  plugging. 

• Provide  energ\'  dissipators  (rock  piles,  logs,  etc.)  where  necessary  at  the  downstream  end  of  ditch 
relief  culverts  to  reduce  the  erosion  energ}^  of  the  emerging  water. 

• Cross  drains,  culverts,  water  bars,  dips,  and  other  drainage  structures  should  not  be  discharged  onto 
erodible  soils  or  fill  slopes  without  outfall  protection. 

• Design  roads  for  minimal  disruption  of  drainage  patterns 

• Route  road  drainage  through  vegetation,  slash  windrows,  or  other  sediment  settling  structures.  Install 
road  drainage  features  above  stream  crossings  to  route  discharge  into  filtration  zones  before  entering 
a stream. 


Road  Maintenance 

• Maintain  erosion  control  features  through  periodic  inspection  and  maintenance,  including  cleaning 
dips  and  cross-drains,  repairing  ditches,  marking  culvert  inlets  to  aid  in  location,  and  clearing  debris 
from  culverts. 

• Avoid  using  roads  during  wet  periods  if  such  use  would  damage  the  road  drainage  features. 

• Grade  road  surfaces  only  as  often  as  necessary  to  maintain  a stable  running  surface  and  to  retain  the 
original  surface  drainage. 

• Avoid  cutting  the  toe  of  cut  slopes  when  grading  roads  or  pulling  ditches. 

• Place  all  excess  material  removed  by  maintenance  operations  in  safe  disposal  sites  and  stabilize  these 
sites  to  prevent  erosion.  Avoid  locations  where  erosion  will  carr\'  materials  into  a stream. 


Timber  Harvesting  Activities 

• Stabilize  or  reclaim  landings  and  temporary  roads  on  completion  of  use. 

• For  each  landing,  skid  trail,  or  fire  trail,  provide  and  maintain  a drainage  system  to  control  the 
dispersal  of  water  and  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  streams. 

• Install  necessary  cross-ditches  on  tractor  skid  trails.  Appropriate  spacing  between  cross-ditches  is 
determined  by  the  soil  type  and  slope  of  the  skid  trails.  Timely  implementation  is  important. 
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• VC'hen  natural  re-vegetation  is  inadequate  to  prevent  accelerated  erosion  before  the  next  growing 
season,  apply  seed  or  construct  cross-ditches  on  skid  trails,  landings,  and  fire  trails.  A light  ground 
cover  of  slash  or  mulch  will  retard  erosion. 

Recommended  Cross-ditch  Spacing  Distance  for  Roads  and  Skid  Trails 


Grade  of  Road  orUnstable  Soils  (High 
Trail  Erosion  Hazard) 


Stable  Soils 
(Low  Erosion 
Hazard) 


2 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25+ 


135' 

100’ 

80' 

60' 

45' 

30' 


170' 

140' 

115' 

90' 

60' 

40' 


Slash  Treatment  and  Site  Preparation 

• Use  excavators  equipped  with  rakes  or  crawler- tractors /rubber- tire  skidders  equipped  with  brush 
blades  when  piling  slash.  Avoid  use  of  dozers  with  angle  blades. 

• Scarify  the  soil  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  the  reforestation  objective  of  the  site.  Site 
preparation  equipment  producing  irregular  surfaces  is  preferred.  Care  should  be  taken  to  preser\^e  the 
surface  soil  horizon. 

• Large  woody  debris  may  be  left  to  slow  surface  runoff,  return  soil  nutrients,  provide  shade  for 
seedlings,  and  provide  habitat  for  wildlife. 

• Carr\^  out  brush  piling  and  scarification  when  soils  are  frozen  or  dr}"  enough  to  minimize  compaction 
and  displacement. 

• Minimize  or  eliminate  elongated  exposure  of  soils  up  and  down  the  slope  during  mechanical 
scarification.  On  steep  slopes,  carry  out  scarification  in  a manner  that  minimizes  erosion. 

Vegetation  Treatments 

If  herbicides  are  proposed  for  use,  buffer  strips  will  be  provided  adjacent  to  dwellings,  domestic  water 
sources,  agricultural  land,  streams,  lakes,  and  ponds.  A minimumlOO-foott  wide  buffer  strip  will  be  a 
provided  for  aerial  application,  25  feet  for  vehicle  application  and  10  feet  for  hand  application.  Any 
deviations  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  label  for  the  herbicide.  Herbicides  will  be  wiped  on  individual 
plants  within  10  feet  of  water  where  application  is  critical. 

SECTION  A-2:  EPA  REGION  10  SOURCE  WATER  PROTECTION  BEST 

MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  FOR  USFS  AND  BLM 

The  following  pages  include  a listing  of  BMPs.  Some  are  required  by  USDA  Forest  Servdee  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  management  plans  or  by  State  administrative  code.  Others  are  recommendations 
or  are  informed  by  a legal  decision.  This  list  represents  an  initial  effort  to  pull  together  BMPs  from  a host  of 
sources  to  assist  in  protection  of  drinking  water  sources.  The  first  two  sections  define  “Conser\*ative  Riparian 
Reserv"e  Widths”  and  “Riparian  Habitat  Conserv'ation  Areas.”  The  third,  “VC^atershed  Management  Planning,” 
pertains  generally  to  all  actions  undertaken  by  the  USFS  or  BIAI.  The  remaining  sections  pertain  to  more 
specific  types  of  activities,  facilities,  or  structures  on  FISFS  or  BLM  lands,  such  as  roads,  recreational  facilities, 
and  fire  suppression  activities. 
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Context  and  Background 

The  USDA  Forest  Service  and  BLM  have  a long  histor}^  of  using  BMPs  related  to  timber  harvest,  grazing, 
mining,  and  other  land  management  activities  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality.  Forest  and  range 
land  management  activities  generate  diffuse  sources  of  pollution  known  as  nonpoint  sources.  Assessments  of 
water  quality  completed  at  the  national  level  and  at  the  watershed  scale  have  consistently  demonstrated  that 
nonpoint  sources  ot  pollution  (agriculture,  mining,  construction,  forestry,  etc.)  are  the  primary  cause  of  water 
quality  impairment.  Point  sources  of  pollution,  like  wastewater  treatment  facilities  and  factories,  are  required 
to  treat  effluent  to  meet  water  quality  standards  consistent  with  State  or  Federally  issued  discharge  permits. 
Nonpoint  sources  require  a different  approach.  BMPs  are  the  primary  management  mechanism  for 
preventing  or  reducing  impacts  to  water  quality  from  nonpoint  sources.  Many  States  have  designated  the 
Forest  Service  and  BLM  as  the  management  agencies  for  implementing  BMPs  on  lands  they  manage  to 
ensure  that  water  quality  standards  are  met. 

Forest  Servtice  and  BLM  lands,  usually  located  in  the  upper  portion  of  a watershed,  capture  a significant 
portion  of  the  precipitation  that  ends  up  as  drinking  water  for  millions  of  people  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
The  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  required  states  to  delineate  source  water  areas  for  every  public  drinking  water 
system  and  assess  risks  of  potential  contamination  within  those  areas.  Infrastructure  and  activities  of  the 
Forest  Ser\tice  and  BLM  are  included  among  many  identified  potential  sources  of  contamination  to  drinking 
water  supplies.  Careful  planning  and  implementation  can  mitigate  the  risks  of  contamination  from  Forest 
Ser\tice  and  BLM  operations  and  activities. 

The  effectiveness  of  BMPs  applied  on  federal  lands  affects  the  quality  of  water  entering  drinking  water  wells 
and  intakes  on  both  federal  lands  and  downstream  non-federal  lands.  Providing  the  highest  quality  water 
possible  to  the  drinking  water  intakes  should  be  an  overriding  goal  of  BMPs.  BMPs  cover  a full  spectrum  of 
active  and  passive  measures  and  can  be  applied  during  assessment,  planning,  project  implementation,  and 
monitoring  activities.  The  following  BMPs  are  an  initial  “draft”  starting  point  for  helping  to  ensure  that 
public  health  is  protected  and  that  water  treatment  and  facility  operation  and  management  costs  are 
minimized.  This  list  is  intended  to  serve  as  a “menu”  from  which  appropriate  BMPs  can  be  selected  for  a 
specific  plan  or  project.  If  s not  a comprehensive  list.  Additional  BMPS  may  be  appropriate,  depending  on  the 
project. 

These  BMPs  come  from  a variety  of  sources,  some  of  which  pertain  to  specific  geographic  regions.  As 
“best”  management  practices,  they  can  be  applied  in  other  geographic  regions  as  well.  Some  of  them  are 
clearly  designed  to  protect  water  quality  for  fish  and  other  aquatic  life.  They  are  appropriately  included  in 
this  list  because  good  water  quality  also  benefits  drinking  water  supplies. 
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Best  Management  Practices 
Watershed  Management  Planning 

• Employ  watershed  restoration  projects  where  appropriate  to  repair  degraded  watershed 
conditions  and  improve  water  quality  and  soil  stability. 

• Avoid,  where  possible,  the  long-  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  to  water  quality  associated  with  the 
occupancy  and  modification  of  floodplains. 

• Avoid  destruction  of  wetlands. 

• Prevent  contamination  from  accidental  spills. 

• An  Oil  and  Hazardous  Substance  Spill  Contingency  Plan  is  a predetermined  organization  and  action 
plan  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of  a hazardous  substance  spill. 

• A Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan  is  required  if  the  total  amount  of  oil 
products  on  site  in  above-ground  storage  exceeds  1320  gallons,  or  if  a single  container  exceeds  a 
capacity  of  660  gallons. 

• Ensure  activities  conducted  under  Special  Use  Permits  are  protective  of  source  waters. 

• Conduct  water  quality  monitoring  to  determine  the  effects  of  land  management  activities  on  the 
beneticial  uses  of  water,  and  to  ensure  the  health  and  safety  of  water  users. 

• Minimize  the  amount  of  erosion  and  sedimentation  at  developed  sites. 

• Source:  General  Water  Quality  Best  Management  Practices,  Paciflc  Northwest  Region,  November 
1988 

• Take  active  measures,  if  necessary,  to  avoid  any  activity  within  300  yards  of  a spring  used  as  a 
source  of  drinking  water. 

Hardrock  Mining 

Concern  for.  Surface  Water,  Ground  Water 

Contaminants:  Metals  (e.g.,  lead,  selenium,  cadmium,  copper,  zinc,  arsenic,  mercuty),  acidity  (low  pH),  cvanide, 
sulfate,  turbidity 

Both  the  US  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  extensive  internal  guidance  on  mine 
permitting  and  reclamation  requirements. 


Two  documents  available  on  the  EPA  Region  10  website  provide  detailed  information  that  should  be 
reviewed  when  addressing  mining  issues: 
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HP  A and  Hardrock  Mining:  A Source  Book  for  Industry  in  the  Northwest  and  Alaska, 

U.S.  EPA  Region  10,  January  2003 

http://yosemite.epa.gOv/rl0/water.nsf/59f3b8c4fc8c923988256b580060f5d9/e4bal5715e 

97et2188256d2c00783a8e!OpenDocument 

Inactive  Mine  Site  Characterisyition  and  Cleanup  Handbook,  EPA  910-8-00-001,  U.S.  EPA,  August  2000 

http://yosemite.epa.gOv/R10/CLEANUP.NSF/9f3c21896330b4898825687b007a0f33/f47 

24fl0ccdc2f4d8825699a007861dd?OpenDocument 

BLM  Districts  in  Idaho  should  consult: 

Best  Management  Practices  for  Mining  in  Idaho,  prepared  by  The  Idaho  Department  of  Lands  in 
conjunction  with  other  State  and  Federal  Agencies  through  the  Idaho  Mining  Advisory  Committee, 
1992. 


Grazing 

Concern  for:  Surface  Water 

Contaminants:  Pathogens  (E.  CoH,  Cryptosporidium,  viruses,  giardia  lambia),  sediment,  turbidity, 
phosphate,  nitrates,  cohform,  sulfate. 

(Sources:  Drinking  Water  from  Forests  and  Grasslands:  A Synthesis  of  Scientific  Literature,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  General  Technical  Report  SRS-39,  September  2000,  pp.  153- 
156.  Potential  Sources  of  Drinking  Water  Contamination  Index,  EPA. 
www.epa.gov/ safewater/ swp/ sourcesl.html) 

Best  Management  Practices: 

• Manage  the  timing  and  intensity  of  grazing  to: 

-enhance,  or  at  a minimum,  prevent  the  degradation  of,  riparian  vegetation, 

-enhance  infiltration  of  surface  water  into  the  ground,  and 
-ensure  stream  banks  are  protected. 

• Within  source  water  protection  areas,  sheep  grazing  is  preferable  over  cattle  because  sheep  tend  to 
graze  in  upland  areas  while  cattle  tend  to  spend  time  in  the  streams. 

• The  exclusion  of  cattle  from  areas  where  Cryptosporidium  may  be  a concern  (such  as  Source  Water 
Areas)  should  be  considered.  If  this  is  not  feasible,  livestock  younger  than  4 months  should  be  kept 
out  of  the  watershed,  because  calves  have  not  yet  developed  resistance,  and  shed  greater  numbers 
of  oocysts  than  older  animals. 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  from  Forests  and  Grasslands:  A Synthesis  of  Scientific  Literature,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  General  Technical  Report  SRS-39,  September  2000,  pp.  153- 
156) 


D.>cate  new  livestock  handling  and/or  management  facilities  outside  riparian  reserv^es.  For 
existing  livestock  handling  facilities  inside  the  riparian  reser\^e  ensure  that  Aquatic 
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Conservation  Strategy  objectives  are  met.  Where  these  objectives  cannot  be  met,  require 
relocation  or  removal  of  such  facilities. 

(Source:  Aquatic  Conservation  Strategy,  Attachment  A to  the  Record  of  Decision  for  Amendments  to 
Forest  Servdce  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Planning  Documents  Within  Range  of  the  Northern 
Spotted  Owl,  pp.  C-33) 

• Manage  livestock  numbers  and  season  of  use  to  maintain  and  protect  soil  and  water  resources. 

• Construct  fences  or  other  barriers  to  keep  livestock  out  of  sensitive  areas  where  loss  of  vegetative 
cover,  soil  compaction,  or  riparian  impairment  could  adversely  impact  water  quality. 

(Source:  General  Water  Quality  Best  Management  Practices,  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
November  1988) 

Landfills 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  Surface  Water 

Contaminants:  Volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC’s),  heavy  metals,  pesticides,  nitrates  and  nitrites,  semi- 
volatile organic  compounds. 

(Source:  Potential  Sources  of  Drinking  Water  Contamination  Index,  EPA. 

www.epa.gov/ safewater/ swp/ sources  1 .html) 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Site  new  landfills  outside  of  source  water  protection  areas  if  possible.  If  not  possible,  site  them 
where  they  are  unlikely  to  pose  a threat  to  ground  water  or  surface  waters. 

• For  historic  landfiUs  located  in  source  water  protection  areas,  examine  existing  data  to  determine 
whether  they  may  pose  a threat  to  the  drinking  water  source.  If  a landfill  may  pose  a threat,  collect 
additional  data  to  determine  whether  it  does.  If  it  does,  plan  and  implement  appropriate  mitigative 
action. 

(Source:  EPA  Region  10  recommendations) 

Recreation  Sites 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  Surface  Water  Contaminants:  Turbidity,  sedimentation,  fecal  material, 
household  cleansers  and  detergents,  garbage  and  other  floatables,  cooking  grease  and  oil,  antifree2e, 
motor  oil,  illegal  dumping  of  hazardous  materials 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Wastewater  from  sanitation  facilities  can  contaminate  surface  and  ground  water  with  bacteria, 
nutrients,  and  chemicals.  Sanitation  facilities  (ranging  from  pit  toilets  to  treatment  plants)  will  be 
planned,  located,  designed,  constructed,  operated,  inspected,  and  maintained  to  minimize 
possibilities  of  water  contamination.  All  activities  related  to  location,  design,  inspection,  operation, 
and  maintenance  will  be  performed  by  trained,  qualified  personnel. 

• Refuse  disposal  will  be  managed  to  protect  surface  and  subsurface  soil  and  water  resources  from 
contamination  by  nutrients,  bacteria,  and  chemicals. 
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• Prohibit  discharges  and  disposal  of  human  and  animal  waste,  petroleum  products,  and  other 
hazardous  substances  in  or  near  streams  in  recreation  areas.  Educate  the  public  to  conduct  their 
activities  in  ways  that  will  not  degracie  water  quality. 

• Avoici  degradation  of  water  quality  by  locating  pack  and  riding  stock  facilities  at  safe  locations  away 
from  springs,  streams,  lakes,  wet  meadows,  and  other  surface  waters. 

(Source:  General  Water  Quality  Best  Management  Practices,  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  U.S.  Forest 
Servtice,  November  1988) 

• RV  sewage  waste  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  septic  system  drainfields  given  the  potential  for 
chemicals  in  the  sewage  waste  to  kill  the  microorganisms  that  drainfields  need  to  function. 

(Source:  EPA  Region  10  Recommendation) 
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Timber  Management 

Concern  for:  Surface  Water  Contaminants:  Turbidity,  decreased  dissolved  oxygen, 
pathogens,  nitrogen 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Plan,  supervise,  and  implement  forest  projects  that  will  minimize  soil  compaction  and  soil 
disturbance. 

• Maintain  as  much  ground  cover  as  possible  to  reduce  surface  runoff  and  erosion. 

• Minimize  site  disturbance. 

• Re-establish  vegetation  as  soon  as  practicable. 

• Keep  pesticides  and  fertilizers  out  of  surface  waters 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  from  Forests  and  Grasslands:  A Synthesis  of  Scientific  Literature,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  General  Technical  Report  SRS-39,  September  2000,  pp.  108- 
113) 

• Prevent  downstream  water  quality  degradation  by  the  timely  identification  of  areas 

• Use  mitigative  measures  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  erosion,  and  subsequent  sedimentation,  on  log 
landings. 

• Ensure  that  constructed  erosion  control  structures  are  stabilized  and  working. 

• Prevent  pollutants  such  as  fuels,  lubricants,  bitumens,  raw  sewage,  wash  water  and  other  harmful 
materials  from  being  discharged  into  or  near  rivers,  streams,  and  impoundments  or  into  natural  or 
man-made  channels  leading  thereto. 

(Source:  General  Water  Quality  Best  Management  Practices,  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  U.S.  Forest  Servtice, 
November  1988.) 

Fire  Management 

Concern  for:  Surface  Water  Contaminants:  Sediment  and  turbidity,  nitrates,  nitrites,  sulfate,  pH,  TDS,  chloride, 
iron,  phosphate,  taste/ color/ smell  USGS  Emerging  Contaminant:  fire  retardant 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Avoid  spraying  fire  retardant  in  or  near  drinking  water  streams,  if  practicable. 

• Utilize  Burn  Area  Emergency  Rehabilitation  (BAER)  in  appropriate  circumstances. 

• During  fire  suppression  efforts,  avoid  watershed  damage  in  excess  of  that  which  would  be  caused 
by  the  fire  itself.  Avoid  heavy  equipment  operation  on  fragile  soils  and  steep  slopes  when  possible. 
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Project  fires  should  use  a Resource  Advisor  and  watershed  specialists  to  advise  the  Incident 
Commander  on  resource  values  during  the  suppression  effort. 

• Stabilize  all  areas  that  have  had  their  erosion  potential  significantly  increased,  or  their  drainage 
pattern  altered  by  wildfires  or  by  suppression  related  activities.  Treatments  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 

installing  water  bars  and  other  drainage  diversions  in  fire  roads,  firelines,  and  other  cleared 
areas; 

seeding,  planting  and  fertilizing  to  provide  vegetative  cover; 
spreading  slash  or  mulch  to  protect  bare  soil; 
repairing  damaged  road  drainage  facilities; 

clearing  stream  channels  of  structures  or  debris  that  is  deposited  by  suppression  activities; 

log  erosion  barriers  (contour-felled  and  anchored  trees) 

channel  stabilization  structures 

trash  racks  above  road  drainage  structures 

debris  retention  structures 

• Provide  for  water  quality  protection  in  formulating  prescribed  fire  prescriptions.  Prescription 
elements  include  fire  weather,  slope,  aspect,  soil  moisture,  and  fuel  moisture.  These  elements 
influence  the  fire  intensity  and  thus  have  a direct  effect  of  whether  or  not  a desired  ground  cover 
remains  after  burning,  and  whether  or  not  a water  repellent  layer  is  formed.  The  amount  of 
remaining  ground  cover  and  extensiveness  of  water  repellant  soil  can  significandy  affect  erosion 
rates. 

• Maintain  soil  productivity,  minimize  erosion,  and  prevent  ash,  sediment,  nutrients,  and  debris 
from  entering  water  bodies  during  prescribed  fires.  Some  of  the  techniques  used  to  prevent  water 
quality  degradation  include: 

maintaining  the  integrity  of  the  Stream  Management  Unit  or  streamcourse 

planning  prescribed  fires  with  intensities  that  will  not  result  in  soils  becoming  hydrophobic 

(Source:  General  Water  Quality  Best  Management  Practices,  Pacific  Northwest  Region,  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
November  1988.) 

Pesticides 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  Surface  Water 
Contaminants:  Organic  and  inorganic  chemicals 
Best  Management  Practices 

• Only  use  U.S.  EPA  registered  pesticides  and  comply  with  all  label  directions  for  use. 

• Ensure  proper  transportation,  handling  and  application  according  to  the  label. 

• Do  not  apply  during  or  right  before  significant  weather  events,  such  as  heavy  rainfall,  which  will 
cause  runfjff  cif  pesticides. 

• Store  pesticides  according  to  label  directions  so  that  spills  and  loss  are  prevented. 
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• Mix  and  load  pesticides  on  impermeable  surfaces  where  any  accidental  spills  would  not  enter 
surface  waters  or  potentially  impact  drinking  water  supplies. 

• Contain  and  clean  up  spills  immediately;  report  spills  to  appropriate  regulatory^  agency. 

• Dispose  of  containers  properly;  recycle  if  possible. 

(Sources:  Drinking  Water  Academy,  Managing  Large-Scale  Application  of  Pesticides  to  Prevent 
Contamination  of  Drinking  Water,  EPA-916-F-01 -030,  July  2001,  and  WAC  Chapter  222-38) 

• Notify  downstream  water  systems  so  the  appropriate  operational  changes  can  be  made  prior  to 
spraying  to  utilize  appropriate  filtration  or  switch  to  ground  water  sources. 

• Consider  alternatives  to  pesticide  and  herbicide  use  including  biological  controls,  prescribed  fire, 
mechanical  treatments,  and  silvicultural  management  systems  which  minimize  or  eliminate  the  need 
for  chemical  use  (un-even  aged  management,  single  and  group  tree  selection,  etc.). 

(Source:  EPA  Region  10  recommendations) 

Fertilizers 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  Surface  Water  contaminants:  Nitrogen 
and  phosphorous,  and  other  nutrients 
Best  Management  Practices 

• Apply  fertilizers  at  appropriate  agronomic  rates  so  that  no  ground  water  pollution  will  occur  below 
the  root  zone. 

• Do  not  apply  fertilizer  during  or  right  before  significant  weather  events,  such  as  heavy^  rainfall,  which 
will  cause  runoff  of  pesticides 

• Storage  and  loading  areas  should  be  located  where  accidental  spills  will  not  enter  surface  waters  and 
should  not  be  located  near  wellheads. 

• Follow  label  directions  for  storage,  mixing,  and  disposal 

• Prevent  fertilizers  from  entering  streams  with  drinking  water  intakes. 

• Contain  and  clean  up  all  spills  immediately;  report  to  appropriate  regulator}'  agency 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  from  Forests  and  Grasslands:  A Synthesis  of  Scientific  Literature,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  General  Technical  Report  SRS-39,  September  2000,  pp.  US- 
DS, WAC  Chapter  222-38) 


Underground  Injection  Control  (UIC)  Class  V (Shallow)  Wells 

**  UIC  Class  K wells  are  shallow  subsurface  fluid  distribution  systems  that  are  designed  to  place  fluids  directly  below  the 
ground  surface.  Uxamples  of  Class  V wells  include  septic  system  drainfields,  storm  water  wells,  dry  wells,  industrial  or  commercial 
disposal  wells,  aquifer  remediation  wells,  abandoned  drinking  water  wells.  Ditches  and  trenches  may  be  classified  as  UIC  wells. 
Ha^^ardous  waste  injection  through  shallow  wells  is  prohibited. 

Concern  for:  GW  Contaminants:  Various  - may  include  storm  water,  solvents,  hydrocarbons,  motor 
vehicle  fluids,  nitrate,  bacteria,  viruses,  septage,  and  others 
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Best  Management  Practices 

• EPA  and  State  Regulations  apply  to  the  registration,  operation,  maintenance,  and  closure  of  UlC 
wells.  Information  is  available  on  the  EPA  UIC  website: 
http:/ /www.epa.gov/ safewater/uic /index, html.  Please  contact  the  appropriate  regulatory  agency  for 
information  about  the  rules  that  apply  to  your  well: 

Idaho:  John  Sharkey,  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources 
208-287-4934 

Septic  systems 

Concern  for:  GVC'  Contaminants:  Nitrates,  bacteria,  viruses,  septage 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Septic  systems  designed  for  more  than  20  people  per  day,  fall  under  State  or  EPA  UIC  Class  V 
regulations.  If  septic  systems  are  designed  for  fewer  than  20  people  per  day,  then  other  state  or  local 
regulations  may  apply. 

• Siting:  locate  septic  systems  far  enough  from  drinking  water  sources  to  avoid  potential  contamination 
(minimum  setback  distances  are  U'picaUy  defined  by  state  or  local  governments  that  have  oversight  of 
UIC  or  septic  programs) 

• Septic  tanks  and  drainfields  must  be  of  adequate  size  to  properly  treat  the  volume  of  wastewater 

• Design  should  be  completed  by  a licensed  engineer 

• Proper  operation  and  maintenance  are  imperative 

• Pump  septic  tanks  every  2 to  5 years 

• Hazardous  chemicals  should  be  taken  to  a hazardous  waste  collection  site  rather  than  disposed  into  a 
septic  system 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  Academy  Bulletin,  Managing  Septic  Systems  to  Prevent  Contamination  of  Drinking 
Water,  July  2001,  EPA-816-F-01)  ’ 


Abandoned  Wells 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water  Contaminants:  Various  - they  serve  as  conduits  for  any  pollutants;  ppical 
contaminants  are  storm  water,  solvents,  nitrates,  bacteria,  viruses,  phosphates,  hydrocarbons,  pesticides,  and 
others.  Source:  Potential  Sources  of  Drinking  Water  Contamination  Index,  EPA. 

www.epa.gov/ safewater/ swp/ sourcesl.html 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Surv^ey  property  to  locate  wells. 

• Properly  remove  or  seal  and  abandon  identified  wells  following  state  rules  or  procedures. 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  from  Forests  and  Grasslands:  A Synthesis  of  Scientific  Literature,  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  General  Technical  Report  SRS-39,  September  2000,  pp.  68- 
69) 
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Parking  Lots 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  Surface  Water 
Contaminants:  Oil,  gasoline,  automotive  fluids. 

(Source:  Drinking  Water  Academy  Bulletin,  Managing  Storm  Water  Runoff  to  Prevent  Contamination  of 
Drinking  Water,  EPA  816-F-01-020,  July  2001) 

DrtnveUs  are  UIC  Class  V wells.  If  drywells  are  used  to  manage  parking  lot  runoff,  then  state  and  EPA  UIC 
Class  V rules  apply  to  proper  registration,  operation,  maintenance,  and  closure  of  these  wells. 

Best  Management  Practices 

• Design  to  manage  runoff  appropriately  — grassy  swales,  vegetated  filter  strips  are  options. 

• Design  to  allow  infiltration  — permeable  pavement  such  as  concrete  grid  pavement  is  a good 
option. 

• Sweep  up  litter  and  debris,  especially  around  storm  drains  or  other  direct  connections  to  surface 
water. 

(Sources:  Drinking  Water  Academy  Bulletin,  Managing  Storm  Water  Runoff  to  Prevent  Contamination  of 
Drinking  Water,  EPA  816-F-01-020,  July  2001.  After  the  Storm:  A Citizen’s  Guide  to  Understanding  Storm 
Water,  EPA  833-B-03-002,  January  2003) 


Aboveground  Storage  Tanks  (ASTs) 

Concern  for:  Surface  Water  Contaminants:  Petroleum  hydrocarbons,  heating  oil,  other  chemicals 

Refer  to  State  and  Local  Rules  and  Regulations  to  determine  whether  the  state  in  which  the  AST  is  located 
has  an  Aboveground  Storage  Tank  regulatory  program.  If  a regulator}^  program  exists,  follow  appropriate 
rules  and  guidance. 

A Spin  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasures  (SPCC)  Plan  is  required  if  the  total  amount  of  oil  products 
on  site  in  aboveground  storage  exceeds  1320  gallons,  or  if  a single  container  exceeds  a capacity  of  660  gallons. 

Best  Management  Practices 

• ASTs  should  have  spiU  and  overfill  prevention  and  leak  detection. 

• Secondary  containment  should  be  designed  to  contain  the  entire  volume  of  the  materials  that  can  be 
stored  in  the  AST. 

• Tanks  should  be  protected  from  corrosion. 

• ASTs  should  be  protected  from  physical  damage  and  vandalism  through  use  of  guard  posts  and 
fencing,  as  necessary. 

• Tanks  should  be  operated,  maintained,  and  closed  appropriately. 

(Source:  New  Mexico  Environment  Department  Above  Ground  Storage  Tank  Program) 
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Underground  Storage  Tanks 

Concern  for:  Ground  Water,  downgradient  Surface  Water 

Contaminants:  diesel,  gasoline,  heating  oil,  other  chemicals 

• EPA  and  State  Regulations  apply  to  the  registration,  operation,  maintenance,  and  closure  of 
USTs.  Please  contact  the  appropriate  regulatory  agency  for  information  about  the  rules  that 
apply  to  your  tank: 

Idaho:  Erik  Sirs,  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  10 
208-378-5762,  or  sirs.erik@epa.gov 


3.  SECTION  A-3:  BLM  WIND  ENERGY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  POLICIES  AND 
BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  (BMPs) 

The  BLM’s  Wind  Energ}^  Development  Program  will  establish  a number  of  policies  and  BMPs,  provided 
below,  regarding  the  development  of  wind  energy  resources  on  BLM-administered  public  lands.  The  policies 
and  BMPs  will  be  applicable  to  all  wind  energy  development  projects  on  BLM-administered  public  lands. 
The  policies  address  the  administration  of  wind  energ}^  development  activities,  and  the  BMPs  identify 
required  mitigation  measures  that  would  need  to  be  incorporated  into  project-specific  Plans  of  Development 
(PODs)  and  right-of-way  (ROW)  authori2ation  stipulations.  Additional  mitigation  measures  will  be  applied  to 
individual  projects,  in  the  form  of  stipulations  in  the  ROW  authorization  as  appropriate,  to  address  site- 
specific  and  species-specific  issues. 

These  policies  and  BMPs  were  formulated  through  preparation  of  the  Final  Wind  Energ)'  PEIS  (BLM  2005). 
The  PEIS  included  detailed,  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  wind  energ}"  development 
and  relevant  mitigation  measures;  reviews  of  existing,  relevant  mitigation  guidance;  and  reviews  of  comments 
received  during  scoping  and  public  review  of  the  Draft  PEIS. 

Policies 

• The  BLM  wlU  not  issue  ROW  authorizations  for  wind  energy  development  on  lands  on 
which  wind  energy  development  is  incompatible  with  specific  resource  values.  Lands 
that  will  be  excluded  from  wind  energy  site  monitoring  and  testing  and  development 
include  designated  areas  that  are  part  of  the  National  Landscape  Conser\^ation  System 
(NLCS)  (e.g..  Wilderness  Areas,  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  National  Monuments,  NCAs,' 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  and  National  Historic  and  Scenic  Trails)  and  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACECs).  Additional  areas  of  land  may  be  excluded  from 
wind  energy  development  on  the  basis  of  findings  of  resource  impacts  that  cannot  be 
mitigated  and/or  conflict  with  existing  and  planned  multiple-use  activities  or  land  use 
plans. 


Wind  energy  development  is  permitted  in  one  NCA,  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA),  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Plan  1980,  as  Amended 
(BLM  1999). 

Although  the  MPDS  developed  for  this  PEIS  (Section  2.2.1  and  Appendix  B)  did  not  exclude  all  of  these  lands  at 
the  screening  level,  they  will  be  excluded  from  wind  energy  development. 
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• To  the  extent  possible,  wind  energ}'  projects  shall  be  developed  in  a manner  that  will  not 
prevent  other  land  uses,  including  minerals  extraction,  livestock  grazing,  recreational  use, 
and  other  ROW  uses. 

• Entities  seeking  to  develop  a wind  energy  project  on  BLM-administered  lands  shall 
consult  with  appropriate  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  regarding  specific  projects  as 
early  in  the  planning  process  as  appropriate  to  ensure  that  all  potential  construction, 
operation,  and  decommissioning  issues  and  concerns  are  identified  and  adequately 
addressed. 

• The  BLM  will  initiate  government-to-government  consultation  with  Indian  Tribal 
governments  whose  interests  might  be  directly  and  substantially  affected  by  activities  on 
BLM-administered  lands  as  early  in  the  planning  process  as  appropriate  to  ensure  that 
construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  issues  and  concerns  are  identified  and 
adequately  addressed. 

• Entities  seeking  to  develop  a wind  energy  project  on  BLM-administered  lands,  in 
conjunction  with  BLM  Washington  Office  (WO)  and  Field  Office  (FO)  staff,  shall 
consult  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  regarding  the  location  of  wind 
power  projects  and  turbine  siting  as  early  in  the  planning  process  as  appropriate.  This 
consultation  shall  occur  concurrently  at  both  the  installation/ field  level  and  the 
Pentagon/BLM  WO  level.  An  interagency  protocol  agreement  is  being  developed  to 
establish  a consultation  process  and  to  identify  the  scope  of  issues  for  consultation. 
Lands  withdrawn  for  military  purposes  are  under  the  administrative  jurisdiction  of  the 
DoD  or  a military  service  and  are  not  available  for  issuance  of  wind  energy’ 
authorizations  by  the  BLM. 

• The  BLM  will  consult  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  as  required  by 
Section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (ESA).  The  specific  consultation 
requirements  will  be  determined  on  a project-by-project  basis. 

• The  BLM  will  consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preserv’ation  Office  (SHPO)  as  required  by 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (NHPA).  The  specific 
consultation  requirements  will  be  determined  on  a project-by-project  basis.  If 

programmatic  Section  106  consultations  have  been  conducted  and  are  adequate  to  cover 
a proposed  project,  additional  consultation  may  not  be  needed. 

• Existing  land  use  plans  will  be  amended,  as  appropriate,  to  (1)  adopt  provisions  of  the 
BLM’s  Wind  Energy  Development  Program,  (2)  identify  land  considered  to  be  available 
for  wind  energy  development,  and  (3)  identify  land  that  will  not  be  available  for  wind 
energy  development. 

• The  level  of  environmental  analysis  to  be  required  under  NEPA  for  individual  wind 
power  projects  will  be  determined  at  the  FO  level.  For  many  projects,  it  mav  be 
determined  that  a tiered  environmental  assessment  (FA)  is  appropriate  in  lieu  of  an  EIS. 
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To  the  extent  that  the  PEIS  addresses  andcipated  issues  and  concerns  associated  with  an 
individual  project,  including  potendal  cumulative  impacts,  the  BLM  will  tier  off  of  the 
decisions  embedded  in  the  PEIS  and  limit  the  scope  of  additional  project-specific 
NEPA  analyses.  The  site-specific  NEPA  analyses  will  include  analyses  of  project  site 
configuration  and  micrositing  considerations,  monitoring  program  requirements,  and 
appropriate  mitigation  measures.  In  particular,  the  mitigation  measures  discussed  in 
Chapter  5 of  the  PEIS  may  be  consulted  in  determining  site-specific  requirements. 
Public  involvement  will  be  incorporated  into  all  wind  energy  development  projects  to 
ensure  that  aU  concerns  and  issues  are  identified  and  adequately  addressed.  In  general, 
the  scope  of  the  NEPA  analyses  will  be  limited  to  the  proposed  action  on 
BLM-administered  public  lands;  however,  if  access  to  proposed  development  on 
adjacent  non-BLM-administered  lands  is  entirely  dependent  on  obtaining  ROW  access 
across  BLM-administered  public  lands  and  there  are  no  alternatives  to  that  access,  the 
NEPA  analysis  for  the  proposed  ROW  may  need  to  assess  the  environmental  effects 
from  that  proposed  development.  The  BLM’s  analyses  of  ROW  access  projects  may  tier 
off  of  the  PEIS  to  the  extent  that  the  proposed  project  falls  within  the  scope  of  the 
PEIS  analyses. 

• Site-specific  environmental  analyses  will  tier  from  the  PEIS  and  identify  and  assess  any 
cumulative  impacts  that  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  cumulative  impacts  addressed  in 
the  PEIS. 

• The  Categorical  Exclusion  (CX)  applicable  to  the  issuance  of  short-term  ROWs  or  land 
use  authorizations  may  be  applicable  to  some  site  monitoring  and  testing  activities.  The 
relevant  CX,  established  for  the  BLM  in  the  DOI  Departmental  Manual  516,  Chapter 
11,  Sec.  11.5,  E(19)  (DOI  2004),  encompasses  “issuance  of  short-term  (3  years  or  less) 
rights-of-way  or  land  use  authorizations  for  such  uses  as  storage  sites,  apiar)^  sites,  and 
construction  sites  where  the  proposal  includes  rehabilitation  to  restore  the  land  to  its 
natural  or  original  condition.” 

• The  BLM  will  require  financial  bonds  for  all  wind  energy  development  projects  on 
BLM-administered  public  lands  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  rights-of-way  authorization  and  the  requirements  of  applicable  regulatory 
requirements,  including  reclamation  costs.  The  amount  of  the  required  bond  will  be 
determined  during  the  rights-of-way  authorization  process  on  the  basis  of  site-specific 
and  project-specific  factors.  The  BLM  may  also  require  financial  bonds  for  site 
monitoring  and  testing  authorizations. 

• Entities  seeking  to  develop  a wind  energy  project  on  BLM-administered  public  lands 
shall  develop  a project-specific  Plan  of  Development  (POD)  that  incorporates  all  BMPs 
and,  as  appropriate,  the  requirements  of  other  existing  and  relevant  BLM  mitigation 
guidance,  including  the  BLM’s  interim  off-site  mitigation  guidance  (BLM  2005a). 
Additional  mitigation  measures  will  be  incorporated  into  the  POD  and  into  the  ROW' 
authorization  as  project  stipulations,  as  needed,  to  address  site-specific  and 
species-specific  issues.  The  POD  will  include  a site  plan  showing  the  locations  of 
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turbines,  roads,  power  lines,  other  infrastructure,  and  other  areas  of  short-  and 
long-term  disturbance. 

• The  BLM  will  incorporate  management  goals  and  objectives  specific  to  habitat 
conservation  for  species  of  concern  (e.g.,  sage-grouse),  as  appropriate,  into  the  POD  for 
proposed  wind  energy  projects. 

• The  BLM  will  consider  the  visual  resource  values  of  the  public  lands  involved  in 
proposed  wind  energy  development  projects,  consistent  with  BLM  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRJVI)  policies  and  guidance.  The  BLM  will  work  with  the  ROW 
applicant  to  incorporate  visual  design  considerations  into  the  planning  and  design  of  the 
project  to  minimize  potential  visual  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  to  meet  the  VRJM 
objectives  of  the  area. 

• Operators  of  wind  power  facilities  on  BLM-administered  public  lands  shall  consult  with 
the  BLM  and  other  appropriate  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  regarding  any  planned 
upgrades  or  changes  to  the  wind  facility  design  or  operation.  Proposed  changes  of  this 
namre  may  require  additional  environmental  analysis  and/or  revision  of  the  POD. 

• The  BLM’s  Wind  Energy  Development  Program  will  incorporate  adaptive  management 
strategies  to  ensure  that  potential  adverse  impacts  of  wind  energy  development  are 
avoided  (if  possible),  minimized,  or  mitigated  to  acceptable  levels.  The  programmatic 
policies  and  BMPs  will  be  updated  and  revised  as  new  data  regarding  the  impacts  of 
wind  power  projects  become  available.  At  the  project-level,  operators  will  be  required  to 
develop  monitoring  programs  to  evaluate  the  environmental  conditions  at  the  site 
through  all  phases  of  development,  to  establish  metrics  against  which  monitoring 
observations  can  be  measured,  to  identify  potential  mitigation  measures,  and  to  establish 
protocols  for  incorporating  monitoring  observations  and  additional  mitigation  measures 
into  standard  operating  procedures  and  project-specific  stipulations. 


Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs) 

The  BMPs  will  be  adopted  as  required  elements  of  project-specific  PODs  and/or  as  ROW  authorization 
stipulations.  They  are  categorized  by  development  activity:  site  monitoring  and  testing,  development  of  the 
POD,  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning.  The  BMPs  for  development  of  the  POD  identify 
required  elements  of  the  POD  needed  to  address  potential  impacts  associated  with  subsequent  phases  of 
development. 

Site  Monitoring  and  Testing 

• The  area  disturbed  by  installation  of  meteorological  towers  (i.e.,  footprint)  shall  be  kept 
to  a minimum. 

• Existing  roads  shall  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  If  new  roads  are  necessan% 
they  shall  be  designed  and  constructed  to  the  appropriate  standard. 
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• Meteorological  towers  shall  not  be  located  in  sensitive  habitats  or  in  areas  where 
ecological  resources  known  to  be  sensitive  to  human  activides  (e.g.,  prairie  grouse)  are 
present.  Installation  of  towers  shall  be  scheduled  to  avoid  disruption  of  wildlife 
reproductive  activities  or  other  important  behaviors. 

• Meteorological  towers  installed  for  site  monitoring  and  testing  shall  be  inspected 
periodically  for  structural  integrity. 


Plan  of  Development  Preparation 


General 

• The  BLM  and  operators  shall  contact  appropriate  agencies,  property  owners,  and  other 
stakeholders  early  in  the  planning  process  to  identify  potentially  sensitive  land  uses  and 
issues,  rules  that  govern  wind  energy  development  locally,  and  land  use  concerns  specific 
to  the  region. 

• Available  information  describing  the  environmental  and  sociocultural  conditions  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  shall  be  collected  and  reviewed  as  needed  to  predict 
potential  impacts  of  the  project. 

• The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) -required  notice  of  proposed  construction 
shall  be  made  as  early  as  possible  to  identify  any  air  safety  measures  that  would  be 
required. 

• To  plan  for  efficient  use  of  the  land,  necessary  infrastructure  requirements  shall  be 
consolidated  wherever  possible,  and  current  transmission  and  market  access  shall  be 
evaluated  carefully. 

• The  project  shall  be  planned  to  utilize  existing  roads  and  utility  corridors  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  and  to  minimize  the  number  and  length/ size  of  new  roads, 
lay-down  areas,  and  borrow  areas. 

• A monitoring  program  shall  be  developed  to  ensure  that  environmental  conditions  are 
monitored  during  the  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  phases.  The 
monitoring  program  requirements,  including  adaptive  management  strategies,  shall  be 
established  at  the  project  level  to  ensure  that  potential  adverse  impacts  of  wind  energ}' 
development  are  mitigated.  The  monitoring  program  shall  identify  the  monitoring 
requirements  for  each  environmental  resource  present  at  the  site,  establish  metrics 
against  which  monitoring  observations  can  be  measured,  identify  potential  mitigation 
measures,  and  establish  protocols  for  incorporating  monitoring  observations  and 
additional  mitigation  measures  into  standard  operating  procedures  and  BMPs. 
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• “Good  housekeeping”  procedures  shall  be  developed  to  ensure  that  during  operation 
the  site  will  be  kept  clean  of  debris,  garbage,  fugitive  trash  or  waste,  and  graffiti;  to 
prohibit  scrap  heaps  and  dumps;  and  to  minimize  storage  yards. 


Wildlife  and  Other  Ecological  Resources 

• Operators  shall  review  existing  information  on  species  and  habitats  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  area  to  identify  potential  concerns. 

• Operators  shall  conduct  surveys  for  federal  and/or  state-protected  species  and  other 
species  of  concern  (including  special  status  plant  and  animal  species)  within  the  project 
area  and  design  the  project  to  avoid  (if  possible),  minimize,  or  mitigate  impacts  to  these 
resources. 

• Operators  shall  identify  important,  sensitive,  or  unique  habitats  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  and  design  the  project  to  avoid  (if  possible),  minimize,  or  mitigate  impacts  to 
these  habitats  (e.g.,  locate  the  turbines,  roads,  and  ancillary  facilities  in  the  least 
environmentally  sensitive  areas;  i.e.,  away  from  riparian  habitats,  streams,  wetlands, 
drainages,  or  critical  wildlife  habitats). 

• The  BLM  will  prohibit  the  disturbance  of  any  population  of  federal  listed  plant  species. 

• Operators  shall  evaluate  avian  and  bat  use  of  the  project  area  and  design  the  project  to 
minimize  or  mitigate  the  potential  for  bird  and  bat  strikes  (e.g.,  development  shall  not 
occur  in  riparian  habitats  and  wetlands).  Scientifically  rigorous  avian  and  bat  use  sur\^eys 
shall  be  conducted;  the  amount  and  extent  of  ecological  baseline  data  required  shall  be 
determined  on  a project  basis. 

• Turbines  shall  be  configured  to  avoid  landscape  features  known  to  attract  raptors,  if  site 
studies  show  that  placing  turbines  there  would  pose  a significant  risk  to  raptors. 

• Operators  shall  determine  the  presence  of  bat  colonies  and  avoid  placing  turbines  near 
known  bat  hibernation,  breeding,  and  maternity/nursen^  colonies;  in  known  migration 
corridors;  or  in  known  flight  paths  between  colonies  and  feeding  areas. 

• Operators  shall  determine  the  presence  of  active  raptor  nests  (i.e.,  raptor  nests  used 
during  the  breeding  season).  Measures  to  reduce  raptor  use  at  a project  site  (e.g., 
minimize  road  cuts,  maintain  either  no  vegetation  or  nonattractive  plant  species  around 
the  turbines)  shall  be  considered. 

• A habitat  restoration  plan  shall  be  developed  to  avoid  (if  possible),  minimize,  or  mitigate 
negative  impacts  on  vulnerable  wildlife  while  maintaining  or  enhancing  habitat  values  for 
other  species.  The  plan  shall  identify  revegetation,  soil  stabilization,  and  erosion 
reduction  measures  that  shall  be  implemented  to  ensure  that  all  temporary’  use  areas  are 
restored.  The  plan  shall  require  that  restoration  occur  as  soon  as  possible  after 
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completion  ot  activities  to  reduce  the  amount  of  habitat  converted  at  any  one  time  and 
to  speed  up  the  recovery'  to  natural  habitats. 

• Procedures  shall  be  developed  to  midgate  potendal  impacts  to  special  status  species. 
Such  measures  could  include  avoidance,  relocadon  of  project  facilides  or  lay-down  areas, 
and/or  relocadon  of  biota. 

• Facilides  shall  be  designed  to  discourage  their  use  as  perching  or  nesdng  substrates  by 
birds.  For  example,  power  lines  and  poles  shall  be  configured  to  minimi2e  raptor 
electrocudons  and  discourage  raptor  and  raven  nesdng  and  perching. 

Visual  Resources 

• The  public  shall  be  involved  and  informed  about  the  visual  site  design  elements  of  the 
proposed  wind  energy'  facilides.  Possible  approaches  include  conduedng  public  forums 
for  disseminadng  informadon,  offering  organized  tours  of  operadng  wind 
developments,  and  using  computer  simuladon  and  visualizadon  techniques  in  public 
presentadons. 

• Turbine  arrays  and  turbine  design  shall  be  integrated  with  the  surrounding  landscape. 
Design  elements  to  be  addressed  include  visual  uniformity,  use  of  tubular  towers, 
propordon  and  color  of  turbines,  nonreflecdve  paints,  and  prohibition  of  commercial 
messages  on  turbines. 

• Other  site  design  elements  shall  be  integrated  with  the  surrounding  landscape.  Elements 
to  address  include  minimizing  the  profile  of  the  ancillary  structures,  burial  of  cables, 
prohibidon  of  commercial  symbols,  and  Ughdng.  Regarding  lighdng,  efforts  shall  be 
made  to  minimize  the  need  for  and  amount  of  lighdng  on  ancillary'  structures. 

Roads 

• An  access  road  siting  and  management  plan  shall  be  prepared  incorporadng  exisdng 
BLM  standards  regarding  road  design,  construedon,  and  maintenance  such  as  those 
described  in  the  BLM  9113  Manual  (BLM  1985)  and  the  Surface  Operating  Standards  for  Oil 
and  Gas  Exploration  and  Development  (RMRCC  1989)  (i.e.,  the  Gold  Book). 

Ground  Transportation 

• A transportation  plan  shall  be  developed,  pardcularly  for  the  transport  of  turbine 
components,  main  assembly  cranes,  and  other  large  pieces  of  equipment.  The  plan  shall 
consider  specific  object  sizes,  weights,  origin,  desdnation,  and  unique  handling 
requirements  and  shall  evaluate  alternadve  transportation  approaches.  In  addition,  the 
process  to  be  used  to  comply  with  unique  state  requirements  and  to  obtain  all  necessary' 
permits  shall  be  clearly  identified. 
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• A traffic  management  plan  shall  be  prepared  for  the  site  access  roads  to  ensure  that  no 
hazards  would  result  from  the  increased  truck  traffic  and  that  traffic  flow  would  not  be 
adversely  impacted.  This  plan  shall  incorporate  measures  such  as  informational  signs, 
flaggers  when  equipment  may  result  in  blocked  throughways,  and  traffic  cones  to 
identify  any  necessary  changes  in  temporary"  lane  configuration. 

Noise 

• Proponents  of  a wind  energy  development  project  shall  take  measurements  to  assess  the 
existing  background  noise  levels  at  a given  site  and  compare  them  with  the  anticipated 
noise  levels  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 

Noxious  Weeds  and  Pesticides 

• Operators  shall  develop  a plan  for  control  of  noxious  weeds  and  invasive  species,  which 
could  occur  as  a result  of  new  surface  disturbance  activities  at  the  site.  The  plan  shall 
address  monitoring,  education  of  personnel  on  weed  identification,  the  manner  in  which 
weeds  spread,  and  methods  for  treating  infestations.  The  use  of  certified  weed-free 
mulching  shall  be  required.  If  trucks  and  construction  equipment  are  arriving  from 
locations  with  known  invasive  vegetation  problems,  a controlled  inspection  and  cleaning 
area  shall  be  established  to  visually  inspect  construction  equipment  arriving  at  the 
project  area  and  to  remove  and  collect  seeds  that  may  be  adhering  to  tires  and  other 
equipment  surfaces. 

• If  pesticides  are  used  on  the  site,  an  integrated  pest  management  plan  shall  be  developed 
to  ensure  that  applications  would  be  conducted  within  the  framework  of  BLM  and  DOI 
policies  and  entail  only  the  use  of  EPA-registered  pesticides.  Pesticide  use  shall  be 
limited  to  nonpersistent,  immobile  pesticides  and  shall  only  be  applied  in  accordance 
with  label  and  application  permit  directions  and  stipulations  for  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
applications. 

Cultural/Historic  Resources 

• The  BLM  will  consult  with  Indian  Tribal  governments  early  in  the  planning  process  to 
identify  issues  regarding  the  proposed  wind  energ}'  development,  including  issues  related 
to  the  presence  of  cultural  properties,  access  rights,  disruption  to  traditional  cultural 
practices,  and  impacts  to  visual  resources  important  to  the  Tribe(s). 

• The  presence  of  archaeological  sites  and  historic  properties  in  the  area  of  potential  effect 
shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  a records  search  of  recorded  sites  and  properties  in 
the  area  and/or,  depending  on  the  extent  and  reliability  of  existing  information,  an 
archaeological  survey.  Archaeological  sites  and  historic  properties  present  in  the  area  of 
potential  effect  shall  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether  they  meet  the  criteria  of 
eligibility  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP). 
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• When  any  rights-of-way  application  includes  remnants  of  a National  Historic  Trail,  is 
located  within  the  viewshed  of  a National  Historic  Trail’s  designated  centerline,  or 
includes  or  is  within  the  viewshed  of  a trail  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  the 
operator  shall  evaluate  the  potential  visual  impacts  to  the  trail  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  and  identify  appropriate  midgadon  measures  for  inclusion  as 
sdpuladons  in  the  POD. 

• If  cultural  resources  are  present  at  the  site,  or  if  areas  with  a high  potendal  to  contain 
cultural  material  have  been  idendded,  a cultural  resources  management  plan  (CRMP) 
shall  be  developed.  This  plan  shall  address  midgadon  acdvides  to  be  taken  for  cultural 
resources  found  at  the  site.  Avoidance  of  the  area  is  always  the  preferred  midgadon 
opdon.  Other  midgadon  opdons  include  archaeological  survey  and  excavadon 
(as  warranted)  and  monitoring.  If  an  area  exhibits  a high  potendal,  but  no  ardfacts  were 
obser\^ed  during  an  archaeological  survey,  monitoring  by  a qualified  archaeologist  could 
be  required  during  all  excavadon  and  earthmoving  in  the  high-potendal  area.  A report 
shall  be  prepared  documendng  these  acdvides.  The  CRIVIP  also  shall  (1)  establish  a 
monitoring  program,  (2)  idendfy  measures  to  prevent  potendal  loodng/ vandalism  or 
erosion  impacts,  and  (3)  address  the  educadon  of  workers  and  the  public  to  make  them 
aware  of  the  consequences  of  unauthorized  collecdon  of  ardfacts  and  destrucdon  of 
property  on  public  land. 

Paleontological  Resources 

• Operators  shall  determine  whether  paleontological  resources  exist  in  a project  area  on 
the  basis  of  the  sedimentary  context  of  the  area,  a records  search  for  past  paleontological 
finds  in  the  area,  and/or,  depending  on  the  extent  of  exisdng  informadon,  a 
paleontological  survey. 

• If  paleontological  resources  are  present  at  the  site,  or  if  areas  with  a high  potendal  to 
contain  paleontological  material  have  been  idendded,  a paleontological  resources 
management  plan  shall  be  developed.  This  plan  shall  include  a midgadon  plan  for 
collecdon  of  the  fossils;  midgadon  could  include  avoidance,  removal  of  fossils,  or 
monitoring.  If  an  area  exhibits  a high  potendal  but  no  fossils  were  observed  during 
survey,  monitoring  by  a qualided  paleontologist  could  be  required  during  all  excavadon 
and  earthmoving  in  the  sensidve  area.  A report  shall  be  prepared  documendng  these 
acdvides.  The  paleontological  resources  management  plan  also  shall  (1)  establish  a 
monitoring  program,  (2)  idendfy  measures  to  prevent  potendal  loodng/vandaUsm  or 
erosion  impacts,  and  (3)  address  the  educadon  of  workers  and  the  public  to  make  them 
aware  of  the  consequences  of  unauthorized  collecdon  of  fossils  on  public  land. 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

• ( )perators  shall  develop  a hazardous  materials  management  plan  addressing  storage,  use, 
transportation,  and  disposal  of  each  hazardous  material  anticipated  to  be  used  at  the  site. 
The  plan  shall  identify  all  hazardous  materials  that  would  be  used,  stored,  or  transported 
at  the  site.  It  shall  establish  inspection  procedures,  storage  requirements,  storage 
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quantity  limits,  inventoty  control,  nonhazardous  product  substitutes,  and  disposition  of 
excess  materials.  The  plan  shall  also  idendfy  requirements  for  notices  to  federal  and 
local  emergency  response  authorities  and  include  emergency  response  plans. 

• Operators  shall  develop  a waste  management  plan  identifying  the  waste  streams  that  are 
expected  to  be  generated  at  the  site  and  addressing  hazardous  waste  determination 
procedures,  waste  storage  locations,  waste-specific  management  and  disposal 
requirements,  inspection  procedures,  and  waste  minimization  procedures.  This  plan 
shall  address  all  solid  and  liquid  wastes  that  may  be  generated  at  the  site. 

• Operators  shall  develop  a spiU  prevention  and  response  plan  identifying  where 
hazardous  materials  and  wastes  are  stored  on  site,  spiU  prevention  measures  to  be 
implemented,  training  requirements,  appropriate  spill  response  actions  for  each  material 
or  waste,  the  locations  of  spill  response  kits  on  site,  a procedure  for  ensuring  that  the 
spin  response  kits  are  adequately  stocked  at  all  times,  and  procedures  for  making  timely 
notifications  to  authorities. 

Storm  Water 

• Operators  shall  develop  a storm  water  management  plan  for  the  site  to  ensure 
compliance  with  applicable  regulations  and  prevent  off-site  migration  of  contaminated 
storm  water  or  increased  soil  erosion. 


Human  Health  and  Safety 

• A safety  assessment  shall  be  conducted  to  describe  potential  safety  issues  and  the  means 
that  would  be  taken  to  mitigate  them,  including  issues  such  as  site  access,  construction, 
safe  work  practices,  security,  heavy  equipment  transportation,  traffic  management, 
emergency  procedures,  and  fire  control. 

• A health  and  safety  program  shall  be  developed  to  protect  both  workers  and  the  general 
public  during  construction,  operation,  and  decommissioning  of  a wind  energ}^  project. 
Regarding  occupational  health  and  safety,  the  program  shall  identify  all  applicable  federal 
and  state  occupational  safety  standards;  establish  safe  work  practices  for  each  task  (e.g., 
requirements  for  personal  protective  equipment  and  safety  harnesses;  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration  [OSHA]  standard  practices  for  safe  use  of  explosives 
and  blasting  agents;  and  measures  for  reducing  occupational  electric  and  magnetic  fields 
[EMFj  exposures);  establish  fire  safety  evacuation  procedures;  and  define  safet\' 
performance  standards  (e.g.,  electrical  system  standards  and  lightning  protection 
standards).  The  program  shall  include  a training  program  to  identify  hazard  training 
requirements  for  workers  for  each  task  and  establish  procedures  for  providing  required 
training  to  all  workers.  Documentation  of  training  and  a mechanism  for  reporting 
serious  accidents  to  appropriate  agencies  shall  be  established. 
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• Regarding  public  health  and  safety,  the  health  and  safety  program  shall  establish  a safety 
zone  or  setback  for  wind  turbine  generators  from  residences  and  occupied  buildings, 
roads,  rights-of-ways,  and  other  public  access  areas  that  is  sufficient  to  prevent  accidents 
resuldng  from  the  operation  of  wind  turbine  generators.  It  shall  identify  requirements 
for  temporar}"  fencing  around  staging  areas,  storage  yards,  and  excavations  during 
construction  or  decommissioning  activities.  It  shall  also  identify  measures  to  be  taken 
during  the  operation  phase  to  limit  public  access  to  hazardous  facilities  (e.g.,  permanent 
fencing  would  be  installed  only  around  electrical  substations,  and  turbine  tower  access 
doors  would  be  locked). 

• Operators  shall  consult  with  local  planning  authorities  regarding  increased  traffic  during 
the  construction  phase,  including  an  assessment  of  the  number  of  vehicles  per  day,  their 
size,  and  type.  Specific  issues  of  concern  (e.g.,  location  of  school  bus  routes  and  stops) 
shall  be  identified  and  addressed  in  the  traffic  management  plan. 

• If  operation  of  the  wind  turbines  is  expected  to  cause  significant  adverse  impacts  to 
nearby  residences  and  occupied  buildings  from  shadow  flicker,  low-frequency  sound,  or 
EMF,  site-specific  recommendations  for  addressing  these  concerns  shall  be  incorporated 
into  the  project  design  (e.g.,  establishing  a sufficient  setback  from  turbines). 

• The  project  shall  be  planned  to  minimize  electromagnetic  interference  (EMI)  (e.g., 
impacts  to  radar,  microwave,  television,  and  radio  transmissions)  and  comply  with 
Federal  Communications  Commission  [FCC]  regulations.  Signal  strength  studies  shall  be 
conducted  when  proposed  locations  have  the  potential  to  impact  transmissions. 
Potential  interference  with  public  safety  communication  systems  (e.g.,  radio  traffic 
related  to  emergency  activities)  shall  be  avoided. 

• The  project  shall  be  planned  to  comply  with  FAA  regulations,  including  lighting 
regulations,  and  to  avoid  potential  safety  issues  associated  with  proximity  to  airports, 
miHtar)^  bases  or  training  areas,  or  landing  strips. 

• Operators  shall  develop  a fire  management  strategy  to  implement  measures  to  minimize 
the  potential  for  a human-caused  fire. 

Construction 

General 

• AH  control  and  mitigation  measures  established  for  the  project  in  the  POD  and  the 
resource-specific  management  plans  that  are  part  of  the  POD  shall  be  maintained  and 
implemented  throughout  the  construction  phase,  as  appropriate. 

• The  area  disturbed  by  construction  and  operation  of  a wind  energy  development  project 
(i.e.,  footprint)  shall  be  kept  to  a minimum. 
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• The  number  and  size/length  of  roads,  temporary'  fences,  lay-down  areas,  and  borrow 
areas  shall  be  minimized. 

• Topsoil  from  all  excavations  and  construction  activities  shall  be  salvaged  and  reapplied 
during  reclamation. 

• All  areas  of  disturbed  soil  shall  be  reclaimed  using  weed-free  native  grasses,  forbs,  and 
shrubs.  Reclamation  activities  shall  be  undertaken  as  early  as  possible  on  disturbed 
areas. 

• All  electrical  collector  lines  shall  be  buried  in  a manner  that  minimizes  additional  surface 
disturbance  (e.g.,  along  roads  or  other  paths  of  surface  disturbance).  Overhead  lines 
may  be  used  in  cases  where  burial  of  Unes  would  result  in  further  habitat  disturbance. 

• Operators  shall  identify  unstable  slopes  and  local  factors  that  can  induce  slope  instability 
(such  as  groundwater  conditions,  precipitation,  earthquake  activities,  slope  angles,  and 
the  dip  angles  of  geologic  strata).  Operators  also  shall  avoid  creating  excessive  slopes 
during  excavation  and  blasting  operations.  Special  construction  techniques  shall  be  used 
where  applicable  in  areas  of  steep  slopes,  erodible  soil,  and  stream  channel  crossings. 

• Erosion  controls  that  comply  with  county,  state,  and  federal  standards  shall  be  applied. 
Practices  such  as  jute  netting,  silt  fences,  and  check  dams  shall  be  applied  near  disturbed 
areas. 


Wildlife 

* Guy  wires  on  permanent  meteorological  towers  shall  be  avoided,  however,  may  be 
necessary'  on  temporary  meteorological  towers  installed  during  site  monitoring  and 
testing. 

* In  accordance  with  the  habitat  restoration  plan,  restoration  shall  be  undertaken  as  soon 
as  possible  after  completion  of  construction  activities  to  reduce  the  amount  of  habitat 
converted  at  any  one  time  and  to  speed  up  the  recovery  to  natural  habitats. 

* All  construction  employees  shall  be  instructed  to  avoid  harassment  and  disturbance  of 
wildlife,  especially  during  reproductive  (e.g.,  courtship  and  nesting)  seasons.  In  addition, 
pets  shall  not  be  permitted  on  site  during  construction. 


Visual  Resources 

• Operators  shall  reduce  visual  impacts  during  construction  by  minimizing  areas  of  surface 
disturbance,  controlling  erosion,  using  dust  suppression  techniques,  and  restoring 
exposed  soils  as  closely  as  possible  to  their  original  contour  and  vegetation. 
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Roads 

• Existing  roads  shall  be  used,  but  only  if  in  safe  and  environmentally  sound  locations.  If 
new  roads  are  necessar\%  they  shall  be  designed  and  constructed  to  the  appropriate 
standard  and  be  no  higher  than  necessary  to  accommodate  their  intended  functions  (e.g., 
traffic  volume  and  weight  of  vehicles).  Excessive  grades  on  roads,  road  embankments, 
ditches,  and  drainages  shall  be  avoided,  especially  in  areas  with  erodible  soils.  Special 
construction  techniques  shall  be  used,  where  applicable.  Abandoned  roads  and  roads 
that  are  no  longer  needed  shall  be  recontoured  and  revegetated. 

• Access  roads  and  on-site  roads  shall  be  surfaced  with  aggregate  materials,  wherever 
appropriate. 

• Access  roads  shall  be  located  to  follow  natural  contours  and  minimize  side  hill  cuts. 

• Roads  shall  be  located  away  from  drainage  bottoms  and  avoid  wetlands,  if  practicable. 

• Roads  shall  be  designed  so  that  changes  to  surface  water  runoff  are  avoided  and  erosion 
is  not  initiated. 

• Access  roads  shall  be  located  to  minimize  stream  crossings.  All  structures  crossing 
streams  shall  be  located  and  constructed  so  that  they  do  not  decrease  channel  stability  or 
increase  water  velocity.  Operators  shall  obtain  all  applicable  federal  and  state  permits. 

• Existing  drainage  systems  shall  not  be  altered,  especially  in  sensitive  areas  such  as 
erodible  soils  or  steep  slopes.  Potential  soil  erosion  shall  be  controlled  at  culvert  outlets 
with  appropriate  structures.  Catch  basins,  roadway  ditches,  and  culverts  shall  be  cleaned 
and  maintained  regularly. 


Ground  Transportation 

• Project  personnel  and  contractors  shall  be  instructed  and  required  to  adhere  to  speed 
limits  commensurate  with  road  types,  traffic  volumes,  vehicle  ppes,  and  site-specific 
conditions,  to  ensure  safe  and  efficient  traffic  flow  and  to  reduce  wildlife  collisions  and 
disturbance  and  airborne  dust. 

• Traffic  shall  be  restricted  to  the  roads  developed  for  the  project.  Use  of  other 
unimproved  roads  shall  be  restricted  to  emergency  situations. 

• Signs  shall  be  placed  along  construction  roads  to  identify  speed  limits,  travel  restrictions, 
and  other  standard  traffic  control  information.  To  minimize  impacts  on  local 
Cfimmuters,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  limiting  construction  vehicles  traveling  on 
public  roadways  during  the  morning  and  late  afternoon  commute  time. 
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Air  Emissions 

• Dust  abatement  techniques  shall  be  used  on  unpaved,  unvegetated  surfaces  to  minimize 
airborne  dust. 

• Speed  limits  (e.g.,  25  mph  [40  km/h])  shall  be  posted  and  enforced  to  reduce  airborne 
fugidve  dust. 

• Construction  materials  and  stockpiled  soils  shall  be  covered  if  they  are  a source  of 
fugidve  dust. 

• Dust  abatement  techniques  shall  be  used  before  and  during  surface  clearing,  excavadon, 
or  blasdng  aedvides. 


Excavation  and  Blasting  Activities 

• Operators  shall  gain  a clear  understanding  of  the  local  hydrogeology.  Areas  of 
groundwater  discharge  and  recharge  and  their  potendal  reladonships  with  surface  water 
bodies  shall  be  identified. 

• Operators  shall  avoid  creadng  hydrologic  conduits  between  two  aquifers  during 
foundadon  excavadon  and  other  aedvides. 

• Foundadons  and  trenches  shall  be  backfilled  with  originally  excavated  material  as  much 
as  possible.  Excess  excavadon  materials  shall  be  disposed  of  only  in  approved  areas  or, 
if  suitable,  stockpiled  for  use  in  reclamadon  aedvides. 

• Borrow  material  shall  be  obtained  only  from  authorized  and  permitted  sites.  Exisdng 
sites  shall  be  used  in  preference  to  new  sites. 

• Explosives  shall  be  used  only  within  specified  dmes  and  at  specified  distances  from 
sensidve  wildlife  or  streams  and  lakes,  as  established  by  the  BLM  or  other  federal  and 
state  agencies. 


Noise 

• Noisy  construedon  aedvides  (including  blasdng)  shall  be  limited  to  the  least  noise- 
sensitive  dmes  of  day  (i.e.,  daydme  only  between  7 a.m.  and  10  p.m.)  and  weekdavs. 

• All  equipment  shall  have  sound-control  devices  no  less  effeedve  than  those  provided  on 
the  original  equipment.  All  construction  equipment  used  shall  be  adequately  muffled 
and  maintained. 
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• All  stationary  construction  equipment  (i.e.,  compressors  and  generators)  shall  be  located 

as  far  as  pracdcable  from  nearby  residences.  _ 

• If  blasting  or  other  noisy  activities  are  required  during  the  construction  period,  nearby 
residents  shall  be  notified  in  advance. 


Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resources 

• Unexpected  discovery  of  cultural  or  paleontological  resources  during  construction  shall 
be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  responsible  BUM  authorized  officer  immediately. 
Work  shall  be  halted  in  the  vicinity  of  the  find  to  avoid  further  disturbance  to  the 
resources  while  they  are  being  evaluated  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures  are  being 
developed. 


Hazardous  Materials  and  Waste  Management 

• Secondar}^  containment  shall  be  provided  for  all  on-site  hazardous  materials  and  waste 
storage,  including  fuel.  In  particular,  fuel  storage  (for  construction  vehicles  and 
equipment)  shall  be  a temporary  activity  occurring  only  for  as  long  as  is  needed  to 
support  construction  activities. 

• Wastes  shall  be  properly  containerized  and  removed  periodically  for  disposal  at 
appropriate  off-site  permitted  disposal  facilities. 

• In  the  event  of  an  accidental  release  to  the  environment,  the  operator  shall  document 
the  event,  including  a root  cause  analysis,  appropriate  corrective  actions  taken,  and  a 
characterization  of  the  resulting  environmental  or  health  and  safety  impacts. 
Documentation  of  the  event  shall  be  provided  to  the  BUM  authorized  officer  and  other 
federal  and  state  agencies,  as  required. 

• Any  wastewater  generated  in  association  with  temporary,  portable  sanitary  facilities  shall 
be  periodically  removed  by  a licensed  hauler  and  introduced  into  an  existing  municipal 
sewage  treatment  facility.  Temporary,  portable  sanitaty^  facilities  provided  for 
construction  crews  shall  be  adequate  to  support  expected  on-site  personnel  and  shall  be 
removed  at  completion  of  construction  activities. 


Public  Health  and  Safety 

• Temporary  fencing  shall  be  installed  around  staging  areas,  storage  yards,  and  excavations 
during  construction  to  limit  public  access. 
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Operation 


General 

• All  control  and  mitigation  measures  established  for  the  project  in  the  POD  and  the 
resource-specific  management  plans  that  are  part  of  the  POD  shall  be  maintained  and 
implemented  throughout  the  operational  phase,  as  appropriate.  These  control  and 
mitigation  measures  shall  be  reviewed  and  revised,  as  needed,  to  address  changing 
conditions  or  requirements  at  the  site,  throughout  the  operational  phase.  This  adaptive 
management  approach  would  help  ensure  that  impacts  from  operations  are  kept  to  a 
minimum. 

• Inoperative  turbines  shall  be  repaired,  replaced,  or  removed  in  a timely  manner. 
Requirements  to  do  so  shall  be  incorporated  into  the  due  diligence  provisions  of  the 
rights-of-way  authori2ation.  Operators  will  be  required  to  demonstrate  due  diligence  in 
the  repair,  replacement,  or  removal  of  turbines;  failure  to  do  so  could  result  in 
termination  of  the  rights-of-way  authorization. 


Wildlife 

• Employees,  contractors,  and  site  visitors  shall  be  instructed  to  avoid  harassment  and 
disturbance  of  wildlife,  especially  during  reproductive  (e.g.,  courtship  and  nesting) 
seasons.  In  addition,  any  pets  shall  be  controlled  to  avoid  harassment  and  disturbance 
of  wildlife. 

• Observations  of  potential  wildlife  problems,  including  wildlife  mortality,  shall  be 
reported  to  the  BLM  authorized  officer  immediately. 


Ground  Transportation 

• Ongoing  ground  transportation  planning  shall  be  conducted  to  evaluate  road  use, 
minimize  traffic  volume,  and  ensure  that  roads  are  maintained  adequately  to  minimize 
associated  impacts. 


Monitoring  Program 

• Site  monitoring  protocols  defined  in  the  POD  shall  be  implemented.  These  will 
incorporate  monitoring  program  observations  and  additional  mitigation  measures  into 
standard  operating  procedures  and  BMPs  to  minimize  future  environmental  impacts. 

• Results  of  monitoring  program  efforts  shall  be  provided  to  the  BLM  authorized  officer. 
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Public  Health  and  Safety 

• Permanent  fencing  shall  be  installed  and  maintained  around  electrical  substations,  and 
turbine  tower  access  doors  shall  be  locked  to  limit  public  access. 

• In  the  event  an  installed  wind  energ}^  development  project  results  in  EMI,  the  operator 
shall  work  with  the  owner  of  the  impacted  communications  system  to  resolve  the 
problem.  Additional  warning  information  may  also  need  to  be  conveyed  to  aircraft  with 
onboard  radar  systems  so  that  echoes  from  wind  turbines  can  be  quickly  recognized. 


Decommissioning 

General 

• Prior  to  the  termination  of  the  rights-of-way  authorization,  a decommissioning  plan  shall 
be  developed  and  approved  by  the  BLM.  The  decommissioning  plan  shall  include  a site 
reclamation  plan  and  monitoring  program. 

• AH  management  plans,  BMPs,  and  stipulations  developed  for  the  construction  phase 
shall  be  applied  to  similar  activities  during  the  decommissioning  phase. 

• All  turbines  and  ancillary  structures  shall  be  removed  from  the  site. 

• Topsoil  from  aU  decommissioning  activities  shall  be  salvaged  and  reapplied  during  final 
reclamation. 

• AH  areas  of  disturbed  soil  shall  be  reclaimed  using  weed-free  native  shrubs,  grasses,  and 
forbs. 

• The  vegetation  cover,  composition,  and  diversity  shall  be  restored  to  values 
commensurate  with  the  ecological  setting. 
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APPENDIX  B - COEUR  D’ALENE  DISTRICT  ROAD  AND  ELK 

GUIDELINES 


APPENDIX  B:  COEUR  D’ALENE  DISTRICT  ROAD  GUIDELINES 


INTRODUCTION 


The  general  guidelines  in  this  appendix  are  from  the  1989  Emerald  Empire  Management  Framework 
Plan,  and  only  apply  to  current  management  (Alternative  A).  Appendix  A contains  best  management 
practices  (BMPs)  that  would  be  applied  under  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.  The  following  general  guidelines 
were  developed  to  provide  an  adequate  useable  road  system  while  protecting  the  environment.  This  expands 
and  supplements  the  basic  guidelines  and  minimum  requirements  of  the  BLM  manual;  Idaho  Department  of 
W'ater  Resources  (IDWR)  (stream  channel  protection);  Idaho  Department  of  Elealth  and  Welfare;  Division  of 
Environment  (Forest  Practices  Regulations);  and  Corps  of  Engineers  404  Regulations.  These  guidelines  must 
be  flexible,  and  any  deviations  would  be  noted  and  assessed  in  the  environmental  assessment  process. 

ROAD  PLANNING 


Road  planning  in  the  district  would  be  based  on  the  need  to  provide  an  adequate  road  system  to 
effectively  manage  the  public  lands  while  protecting  the  resources  of  the  areas.  The  following  guidelines  are 
designed  to  meet  these  objectives: 

AH  roads  would  be  planned  and  developed  in  cooperation  with  other  land  owners.  Plans  would 
be  made  to  ser\'e  tributary  areas  of  drainages  or  ownership  block  so  that  only  the  minimum  amount  of  road 
necessar}'  to  meet  management  objectives  would  be  planned.  Road  planning  would  take  into  account  the  long 
range  road  needs,  expected  duration  of  use  of  the  road,  the  management  objectives,  and  other  poUcy 
constraints. 


The  road  planner  must  be  able  to  recognize  potential  impacts  to  resource  values,  i.e.,  silviculture, 
soils,  water,  fisheries,  wildlife,  visual,  recreation,  etc.,  and  will  consult  with  appropriate  specialists  when 
problems  are  suspected. 

The  planned  location  and  design  of  roads  would  minimize  detrimental  impacts  on  the  other 
resources  *of  the  area.  Roads  will  be  planned  to  avoid  sensitive  and  important  areas  such  as  wetlands; 
floodplains;  riparian  areas;  stream  zones;  big  game  use  areas;  threatened  and  endangered  resource  habitat 
areas;  cultural  or  historical  sites;  scenic  views;  mass  failure  hazard  areas;  etc.  Where  it  is  not  practical  to  totally 
avoid  these  areas  and  it  is  determined  the  road  is  necessary  to  meet  management  objectives,  mitigation  would 
be  included  in  the  design  of  the  road. 

- Use  of  existing  roads  would  be  favored  over  construction  of  new  roads  when  continued  use  or 
reconstruction  would  result  in  meeting  management  objectives  without  major  cost  increases  while  causing  the 
least  long  run  impact  to  the  site. 

In  the  planning  stage,  temporary  or  permanent  closure  will  be  considered  for  all  dead  end  roads 
or  roads  with  an  expected  duration  of  use  of  5 years  or  less. 

- Plan  roads  to  be  located  on  natural  benches  or  ridges  away  from  stream  courses.  Consider  using 
the  steepest  permissible  pitches  and  grades  at  stream  crossings  to  avoid  closely  paralleling  the  stream  for  long 
distances.  Planned  stream  crossings  would  be  kept  to  a minimum. 

- In  planning  a road  system  in  a municipal  watershed,  the  major  objective  would  be  to  maintain  or 
improve  the  quality  of  domestic  water. 

ROAD  DESIGN  AND  SPECIFICATIONS 


Roads  would  be  designed  to  meet  management  objectives  using  the  following  guidelines: 


Proposed  C.oeur  d'Alene  Resource  Manajiement  Plan  and  I 'inal  \invironmental  Impact  Statement 


H I 


Appendix  B.  Coeur  d’Alene  District  Road  Guidelines 


- Roads  would  be  designed  to  be  no  wider  than  necessary  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  use. 

- Where  feasible,  minimize  cuts  and  fills  by  designing  the  road  to  fit  the  natural  terrain. 

- Balanced  cut  and  fill  road  designs  would  be  used  where  practical.  Where  not  practical,  waste 
areas  would  be  designed  so  excess  material  would  be  placed  in  stable  areas  and  borrow  pits  would  be 
designed  to  minimize  impacts  to  other  resource  values. 

When  roads  are  planned  on  slopes  exceeding  60  percent,  they  would  be  designed  so  that  the 
road  is  on  a full  bench  section.  Excess  material  would  be  placed  in  stable  areas. 

- Design  roads  to  leave  vegetation  that  would  screen  streams,  important  wildlife  areas,  and  areas  of 
visual  contrast  (see  Buffer  Guidelines  and  Elk  Coordinating  Guidelines).  Vegetation  removal  would  not 
extend  further  than  the  fill  limits  or  0.9  meters  (3  feet)  beyond  the  excavation  limits. 

Stream  crossings  would  be  selected  and  designed  to  involve  the  least  disturbance  to  banks  and 
existing  channels.  In  doing  so,  approaches  would  be  designed  as  near  to  a right  angle  with  the  stream  as 
possible. 

- On  roads  with  a life  span  longer  than  5 years,  bridges  or  culverts  would  be  designed  for  all 
natural  water  courses.  No  bridge  or  culvert  should  constrict  the  natural  channel. 

- Culverts  in  natural  drainage  ways  would  be  oriented  to  the  stream  channel  and  would  be  _j  - 
designed,  using  half  rounds  or  downspouts,  to  carry  water  beyond  fills.  Protection  measures  such  as  riprap 
would  be  used  to  protect  streambanks  and  fills  at  upstream  and  downstream  ends  of  culverts  and  bridges 
from  erosion. 

- Relief  culverts  would  be  designed  with  a minimum  slope  of  one  percent  with  sediment  catch 
basins  at  the  culvert  mouth.  Drainage  structures  on  streams  identified  as  having  spawning  potential  or 
important  fisheries  would  provide  for  fish  passage.  Bridges  or  natural  bottomed  culverts  are  preferable,  but  if 
standard  culverts  are  used,  they  would  be  designed  to  meet  or  exceed  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources 
(IDWR)  regulations  and  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  (IF&G)  criteria. 

- Road  drainage  systems  would  be  designed  to  avoid  direct  sediment  discharge  into  streams.  Use 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  “Guide  for  Controlling  Sediment  from-Secondary  Logging  Roads”  to  assist  in 
drainage  design. 

- Design  roads  to  drain  naturally,  where  possible.  Roadside  ditches  and  relief  culverts  would  be 
designed  whenever  reliance  on  natural  drainage  would  not  protect  the  running  surface  or  excavation  and 
embankment  areas. 

Soil  properties  and  geologic  conditions  along  the  planned  road  route  will  be  determined  before 
road  design  begins.  These  properties  and  conditions  would  be  included  in  the  design. 

- Slash  disposal  areas  and  features  would  be  included  in  the  design.  Slash  and  debris  may 
windrowed  along  the  toe  of  the  fill  if  it  is  outside  the  stream  protection  zone  and  poses  no  barriers  to  wildlife. 

- Soil  surface  stabilization,  i.e.,  riprap,  seeding  with  grasses,  or  mulching  would  be  designed  for  all 
areas  where  soils  are  disturbed,  especially  on  large  fill  areas. 

When  roads  must  cross  mass  failure  hazard  areas  such  as  slumps  and  scarps,  the  road  design 
must  provide  for  positive  stabilization  of  the  rood  across  the  hazard  area.  Large  fill  and  unstable  areas  would 
be  protected  by  surface  drainage  diversion  systems. 

When  roads  must  cross  poorly  drained  or  wet  soils,  the  road  prism  would  be  designed  with  a 
structurally  adequate  subbase  to  support  expected  traffic  loadings  and  with  an  adequate  drainage  system. 

Design  surface  treatments  (i.e.,  rock  surfacing  for  roads  constructed  from  fine  plastic  soil 
materials  to  prevent  rutting  in  wet  conditions  and  dust  problems  in  dn-  seasons  if  road  use  is  planned  during 
these  times. 
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Design  landing  areas  into  the  road  system.  I^andings  would  be  designed  to  be  of  minimum  size 
necessar}'  and  located  on  stable  areas  outside  stream  buffer  zones. 

ROAD  CONSTRUCTION 


Roads  would  be  constructed  utilizing  good  construction  practices.  They  would  be  designed  to 
minimize  impacts  on  the  area  and  include  incorporation  of  the  following  guidelines: 


— Earthwork  on  roads  would  not  be  done  when  soils  are  saturated  or  frozen  or  during  wet  periods 
when  material  can  be  eroded  and  deposited  outside  the  roadway  corridor.  On  cohesive  soils,  no  construction 
would  be  done  when  the  soils  are  in  a liquid  state  or  in  the  upper  one-third  range  of  the  plastic  state. 

- Before  the  end  of  an  operating  season  and  before  winter  or  spring  erosion  periods,  the  road 
segments  would  be  surface  bladed  or  cross  drained  as  needed,  and  drainage  structures  would  be  installed. 
Other  surface  protection  measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize  erosion  from  the  road  corridor. 

— During  construction,  road  fill  material  would  be  compacted  to  reduce  the  entry  of  water; 
minimize  erosion,  and  reduce  settling.  No  significant  amount  of  woody  material  would  be  incorporated  into 
fills. 


— In  rippable  materials,  roads  would  be  constructed  with  no  overhanging  banks.  Any  trees  that 
would  be  a hazard  would  be  felled  concurrent  with  the  construction  operation. 

— Potentially  unstable  or  erodible  material  exposed  (i.e.,  road  embankments)  or  generated  (i.e., 
waste  piles)  during  construction  would  be  stabilized  as  soon  as  feasible  by  seeding,  compacting,  riprapping, 
benching,  mulching,  or  other  suitable  moans. 

— Drainage  structures  would  be  installed  as  soon  as  feasible.  If  not  feasible,  cross  drains  would  be 
installed. 


— AH  drainage  ways  would  be  cleared  of  debris  generated  during  construction. 

ELK  HABITAT  COORDINATING  REQUIREMENTS 

Early  in  1976,  wildlife  biologists  in  northern  Idaho  representing  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Department,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the  University  of  Idaho  began 
development  of  a procedure  for  coordination  of  silvicultural  activities  with  elk  habitat  needs  similar  to  that 
developed  by  Black,  Scherzinger,  and  Thomas  (1976)  for  the  Blue  Mountains  of  Oregon  and  Washington,  but 
adapted  to  the  habitat  needs  of  Rocky  Mountain  elk  in  northern  Idaho.  In  July  1977,  a 3-day  meeting  of 
those  biologists  was  held  at  the  Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forests  Supervisor’s  Office  in  Coeur  d’Alene, 
Idaho.  Guidelines  were  developed  at  this  meeting,  utilizing  research  data  from  literature  reviews,  personal 
communication  with  elk  research  biologists,  and  discussions  between  participants.  The  resulting  guidelines 
contained  the  best  information  available  on  the  effects,  relationships,  and  coordination  of  silvicultural 
practices  and  elk  habitat  management  for  the  northern  Idaho  forests.  These  guidelines  would,  of  necessity, 
be  updated  and  modified  as  additional  data  becomes  available. 

The  objective  of  these  guidelines  is  to  provide  forest  land  managers  in  northern  Idaho  a means  by 
which  to  assess  and  evaluate  the  effects  of  silvicultural  prescriptions,  timber  harvest  techniques,  and  other 
land  management  decisions  on  Rocky  Mountain  elk  and  their  habitat.  It  is  not  meant  to  provide  all  the 
answers  for  optimization  of  elk  habitat  but  rather  to  display  cause  and  effect  relationships  and  to  provide 
alternatives  for  consideration  in  land  use  decision  making. 
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Within  the  guidelines  are  definitions  of  terms  used  to  describe  elk  habitat,  some  of  which  are  in  the 
glossary^  and  descripdons  of  seasonal  habitat  requirements  of  elk.  Following  is  the  body  of  the  guidelines 
listing  points  of  concern  of  timber  harvest  methods;  slash  disposal  methods,  etc.;  research  findings  on  the 
points  specified;  and  recommendadons  for  each  point  of  concern. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  COORDINATING  SILVICULTURE  WITH  ELK  HABITAT 
REQUIREMENTS 

TIMBER  HARVEST 

General 


The  acdon  of  removing  coniferous  vegetadon  from  a given  area  by  logging  procedures  has  the  effect 
of  altering  the  balance  between  cover  and  forage  areas  and  disrupdng  movements  and  distribudon.  Since  the 
foragexover  rado  is  used  to  describe  optimum  elk  habitat,  forest  managers  must  understand  that  the  balance 
between  these  two  enddes  by  habitat  type  will  govern  the  level  of  possible  use  of  de  area  by  elk.  Utilizing  the 
broad  foragexover  rado  concept  put  forth  for  the  Blue  Mountains  by  Black  et  al.  (1976),  these 
recommendadons  adapt  that  concept  to  northern  Idaho  and  go  one  step  further  by  providing  foragexover 
rados  by  habitat  ty’pes. 

Silvicultural  Methods 


Point  of  Concern 

The  method  of  dmber  harvest  selected  for  a given  area  will  determine  the  resultant  forage  produced 
within  the  capability  of  the  site,  it  then  follows  that  the  utilizadon  of  the  various  harvest  methods  with  regard 
to  size,  degree,  and  arrangement  of  the  cut  will  govern  the  expected  elk  use  after  the  logging  acdon. 

Research  Findings 

Irwin  (1976)  reported  that  the  method  of  harvest  will  influence  the  resultant  forb  and  shrub 
producdon  on  the  harvest  areas,  with  clearcut  sites  producing  the  most  palatable  forage  and  pardal  cuts  the 
least. 


AUen  et  al.  (1976)  recommend  small  openings  “...but  cutdng  units  as  large  as  100  acres  may  be 
acceptable  in  some  circumstances.”  A management  plan  for  elk  on  the  Flathead  Nadonal  Forest  indicates  no 
clearcut  to  be  over  35  acres  in  size-(BagHen  and  Biggins,  1976).  Hershey  and  Leege  (1976)  found  80  percent 
of  all  elk  groups  (122  observadons)  to  use  pordons  of  clearcut  within  46  meters  (150  feet)  of  the  dmbered 
edge.  They  further  indicate  that  elk  were  more  apt  to  use  pordons  of  clearcuts  farther  from  the  edge  if 
“...scattered  clumps  of  trees  remained  standing  within  the  logged  area.” 

Lyon  (1976)  analyzed  pellet  group  distribudons  and  found  heavier  elk  use  in  openings  in  the  10  to  40 
acre  range,  especially  if  slash  was  adequately  disposed  of.  In  southwestern  Oregon,  Harper  (1969)  found  elk 
use  of  openings  to  decrease  sharply  at  distances  greater  than  274  meters  (300  yards)  from  the  edge. 

Reynolds  (1962,  1966)  found  that  forage  sites  created  by  harvesdng  timber  have  decreased  elk  use  at 
distances  beyond  183  meters  (600  feet)  from  the  edge  of  cover.  Udlizing  the  foregoing  research.  Black  et  al. 
(1976)  specified  that  in  order  to  qualify  under  optimum  habitat  arrangements,  no  forage  area  should  be  wider 
than  366  meters  (1,200  feet). 
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Associated  with  the  size,  t\^e,  and  shape  of  cut  are  the  leave  areas  which  will  remain  undisturbed 
undl  the  vegetation  of  adjacent  cutover  areas  qualifies  as  hiding  cover.  Black  at  al.  (1976)  stated  that  the 
optimum  size  for  thermal  cover  units  on  summer  and  spring-fall  range  is  30  to  60  acres. 

Reynolds  (1966)  found  that  elk  used  the  area  that  extended  137  meters  (450  feet)  into  the  forest  from 
the  forest  edge.  With  this  information,  Black  at  al.  (1976)  prescribed  hiding  cover  patches  of  between  243 
meters  and  488  meters  (800  and  1,600  feet)  in  width. 

Krcommendations 

(V ariations  from  literature  have  been  made  to  adapt  to  the  northern  Idaho  situation.) 

— Any  silvicultural  method  which  changes  the  description  of  an  area  from  cover  to  forage, 
according  to  our  definition,  should  be  confined  to  an  area  with  a width  of  from  243  meters  to  305  meters 
(800  to  1,000  feet)  that  is  bordered  on  all  sides  by  cover  of  not  less  than  243  meters  (800  feet)  width. 

— When  seeking  to  provide  maximum  forage  for  elk  through  a harvest  method,  choose  the 
treatment  which  yields  the  highest  Relative  Value  Index  for  forage  production. 

— A 3,800-acre  home  range  should  be  the  management  unit  in  which  an  elk’s  seasonal 
requirements  will  be  satisfied.  Of  the  total  cover  requirement  for  a given  unit,  one-half  should  be  hiding 
cover,  one-fourth  thermal  cover,  and  one-fourth  any  combination  of  hiding  and  thermal  cover.  One-fourth 
of  aU  hiding  and  thermal  cover  should  also  qualify  as  security  cover. 

SLASH  DISPOSAL  METHODS 

Point  of  Concern 

The  accumulation  and  treatment  of  logging  debris  or  slash  is  inherent  with  any  timber  har\^est  action. 
This  b}q)roduct  of  timber  harvest  has  the  potential  to  affect  elk  behavior  and  movement  both  in  the  cut  area 
and  adjoining  uncut  area.  The  method  of  disposal  utilized  will  affect  the  vegetative  response  towards  elk 
forage  production. 

Rrsearch  Findings 

Lyon  (1976)  stated  that  elk  use  diminished  when  slash  inside  the  opening  exceeded  0.5  meters  (1.5 
feet)  in  depth  and  dead  and  down  material  outside  the  opening  exceeded  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet).  The  treatment 
of  the  slash,  be  it  seasonal  broadcase  burning;  handpiling  and  burning;  or  lop  and  scatter,  will  affect  the 
degree  and  amount  of  elk  forage  produced  on  the  treatment  site,  assuming  the  potential  does  exist  (Irwin 
1976). 

P^commendations 

- In  order  to  insure  the  highest  elk  use  possible  in  logged  areas,  particularly  forage  areas,  slash 
depth  should  not  exceed  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet). 

— When  developing  an  area  with  elk  forage  production  as  a consideration,  use  a slash  disposal 
treatment  which  will  yield  the  highest  value  for  forage  production. 
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TIMING  AND  DURATION  OF  TIMBER  HARVEST 

Point  of  Concern 

The  season  of  the  year  and  the  length  of  time  during  any  one  year  that  logging  operations  disturb 
areas  inhabited  by  elk  influence  normal  use  patterns  of  the  animals.  It  is  important  that  considerations 
regarding  conflicts  between  elk  use  and  logging  activities  be  realized  and  the  two  be  coordinated  to  mitigate 
adverse  impacts  resulting  from  the  displacement  of  the  animals. 

Kesearch  Findings 

Lyon  (1975)  stated  that  displacement  of  elk,  which  is  considered  temporar}%  has  been  detected  as  far 
as  4 miles  from  the  area  of  summer  logging  activity.  Ward  (1976)  found  that  elk  preferred  to  be  at  least  0.5 
miles  from  logging  activity. 

Recommendations 

— In  that  sales  are  currently  designed  to  run  the  shortest  period  of  time,  it  is  necessar\^  to  work 
within  the  specified  time  frame  by  designating  compartments  and  order  of  logging  through  sale  layout  and 
contract  stipulations  to  eliminate  random  logging  over  the  entire  area. 

— Where  feasible,  logging  would  not  be  conducted  on  areas  at  the  time  of  year  when  elk  would 
normally  be  using  them.  For  example,  refrain  from  logging  winter  ranges  during  the  winter  months. 

— Within  the  plan  for  timber  sales  on  elk  summer  range,  provide  adjacent  security  areas  for  the 
animals  to  move  into  during  periods  of  timber  harvest  or  road  building  activity. 

SPECIAL  HABITAT  COMPONENTS 

Point  of  Concern 

Within  the  spring,  summer,  and  fall  ranges  of  elk  there  are  certain  special  physical  components  or 
habitat  areas  which  receive  an  inordinate  amount  of  elk  use.  These  include  salt  licks,  wallows,  established 
travel  routes,  and  calving  areas.  The  conservation  and  protection  of  these  areas  is  considered  to  be  important 
in  preserving  the  integrity  of  the  seasonal  habitat. 

Research  Findings 

Moist  Sites 


In  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Montana  Cooperative  Elk-Logging  Study  (Allen  et  al. 
1977),  the  importance  of  moist  sites  in  elk  summer  range  is  stressed.  In  Montana,  most  of  the  important  wet 
sites  were  located  within  the  Abies  lasiocarpa  habitat  series  (Pfister  1976);  however,  these  components  in 
northern  Idaho  may  also  be  found  in  those  types  within  the  pachistima  union  (Daubenmire  1968).  These 
sites  are  found  in  drainage  heads  bordering  streams  or  marshy  meadow;  moist  swales;  or  benches  studies 
indicate  these  sites  are  important  as  food  sources  prior  to  the  breeding  season  and  during  the  reproductive 
period.  They  also  provide  thermal  and  security  cover. 
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Wallows 


Elk  wallows  are  shallow  pools  normally  located  in  bogg)^  areas  or  where  water  seeps  from  a slope 
into  a flat  bench.  Murie  (1951)  indicates  its  function  is  to  soothe  the  rutting  bull  by  cooling  the  body  and 
ser\dng  as  an  oudet  for  pent  up  energy.  Struhsaker  (1967)  speculated  that  “...the  function  of  wallowing  is  to 
facilitate  the  location  of  bulls  by  one  another.”  Cow  elk  use  the  wallows  in  similar  fashion  to  the  bulls  in  later 
summer.  Often  the  wallows  remain  as  clear  pools  during  the  spring  and  early  summer  to  provide  a water 
source  for  elk  and  other  species.  Wallows  are  a preferred  habitat  component  for  elk  and  are  used  to  varying 
degrees  when  available. 

Licks 


Elk  utilize  mineral  licks  when  available  in  northern  Idaho,  most  of  these  licks  are  the  sites  of  past  and 
current  salting  programs  (either  for  game  or  livestock)  or  where  naturally  salty  water-  and/or  soil  is  present. 
Dalke  et  al.  (1965)  analyzed  the  water  from  natural  salt  licks  in  north-central  Idaho  and  found  that  sodium 
seemed  to  be  the  element  attracting  elk.  They  found  elk  use  of  licks  to  occur  primarily  between  the  third 
w’eek  in  April  and  late  August.  Peak  use  occurred  during  the  second  and  third  weeks  of  June.  They  also 
reported  that  salt  licks  within  succulent  herbaceous  areas  were  used  considerably  more  than  licks  in  shrubby 
areas. 


Murie  (1951)  states  “...that  wild  game  species  need  salt  is  open  to  serious  question... wild  animals  are 
adapted  to  natural  food  sources.”  However,  Botkin  et  al.  (1973)  suggests  that  the  availability  of  sodium  on 
Isle  Royale,  Lake  Superior,  controls  the  moose  population.  So  the  question  of  how  critically  elk  need  these 
areas  remains  unanswered;  however,  as  with  wallows,  licks  are  heavily  used  when  available  and  we  therefore 
believe  in  protecting  them  from  disturbance. 

Rub  Areas 


Prior  to  and  during  the  rut,  bull  elk  rub  their  antlers,  removing  the  velvet  and  thus  finalizing  the 
hardening  process.  As  the  rut  progresses,  the  rubbing  and  fighting  of  small  trees  is  intensified.  Some 
discussion  has  occurred  over  the  preference  for  specific  areas  for  use  of  “rub  trees”  by  bulls  during  rutting 
season.  It  is  our  opinion  that  such  areas  coincide  with  preferred  habitat  components  for  other  needs  such  as 
thermal  and  hiding  cover  and  wallows  or  Ucks. 

Calving  Areas 

The  term  “calving  area”  is  given  to  those  areas  which  the  cow  elk  traditionally  utilize  for  giving  birth. 
These  areas,  though  often  hard  to  positively  identify,  have  a mixture  of  components  which  make  them 
attractive  to  the  elk  for  calving  purposes.  Thomas  et  al,  (1976)  provided  the  following  capsule  description  of 
probably  calving  habitat: 

“In  short,  calving  grounds  are  located  in  the  transition  zone  where  escape  and  thermal  cover  in  the 
form  of  forests  exist  for  the  cows;  where  there  is  hiding  cover  in  the  form  of  shrubs  or  dead  and  down  logs, 
etc.,  for  relatively  immobile  newborn  calves;  where  succulent  forage  is  available  for  the  lactating  female; 
where  water  is  within  305  meters  (1,000  feet);  and  where  the  terrain  is  gently,  allowing  easy  movement  of  the 
cow  immediately  before  and  after  parturition.” 
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Travel  Lanes 


Within  forested  areas,  elk  move  from  forage  to  cover  areas  and  from  one  seasonal  range  to  another 
along  selected  and  traditional  routes.  Logging  activities  tend  to  disrupt  or  block  these  travel  routes  resulting 
in  displacement  or  elimination  of  elk  from  formerly  utilized  habitats  (Ixege  1976  and  Lyon  1975). 

Recommendations 

- Whenever  these  special  components  are  encountered  in  connection  with  a timber  sale  action  or 
questions  arise  as  to  their  occurrence  or  importance,  a wildlife  biologist  must  evaluate  these  on  a case-by-case 
basis. 


— In  regard  to  licks  and  wallows,  these  should  be  preserved  and  buffered  from  disturbance  by  a 
minimum  of  1.5  sight  distances. 

— Whenever  the  existence  of  calving  habitat  is  confirmed  or  expected,  it  should  be  reviewed  by  the 
wildlife  biologist  as  it  is  considered  to  be  an  extremely  important  habitat  component. 

— Upon  identifying  the  travel  lanes,  the  following  points  should  be  considered:  1)  maintain  known 
travel  routes  in  continuous  hiding  or  thermal  cover  for  at  least  three  sight  distances  wide;  and  2)  travel  lanes 
should  be  provided  for  saddles  and  ridges  as  these  are  points  of  heavy  travel  flow  by  the  animals.  These 
should  be  tied  to  forage  and  cover  areas. 

— If  an  area  within  a proposed  timber  sale  exhibits  a high  density  of  “rub  trees”,  an  effort  should 
be  made  to  preserve  that  area  or  areas  of  similar  physical  and  vegetative  makeup  within  the  home  range. 

— No  activities  associated  with  timber  harvest  or  pre-sale  activities  such  as  road  building  can  be 
permitted  in  calving  areas  from  the  period  of  May  1 through  July  15  (Roberts  1974). 

ROAD  EFFECTS 

That  elk  are  adversely  affected  by  roads  is  well  documented  in  literature.  Such  adverse  effects  var\" 
from  disturbance  due  to  presence  of  vehicular  travel  to  increasing  hunter  access,  thus  allowing  over 
harvesting  of  elk  in  localized  areas. 

Habitat  Use  and  Roads 

Studies  indicate  that  elk  do  not  frequent  areas  adjacent  to  roads  in  proportion  to  similar  habitat  in 
undisturbed  areas.  Hershey  and  Leege  (1976)  and  Ward  (1976)  found  elk  use  to  be  disrupted  within  .4 
kilometers  (.25  miles)  on  either  side  of  a road.  Coggins  (1976)  reported  high  road  density  and  constant 
vehicle  travel  excluded  elk  from  many  areas  of  escape  cover.  Studies  of  the  effects  of  roads  on  elk  use  by 
Perry  and  Overly  (1976)  found  that  generally,  roads  significantly  reduced  elk  use  of  adjacent  habitat  below 
average  levels. 

Data  indicate  that  elk  respond  less  to  constant  non-stopping  vehicular  travel  (usually  associated  with 
main  roads)  than  to  periodic  slow  vehicle  use  where  vehicles  stop  and  human  activity  is  associated  with  it 
(Ward,  1976;  Burbridge  and  Neff,  1976). 
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Human  Access  and  Roads 


The  major  consideration  in  the  roading  of  elk  habitat  is  the  human  access  it  will  allow  into  elk 
sanctuan’  areas.  Thiessen  (1976)  states,  “The  substantial  reduction  of  elk. . .between  1960  and  1974  was 
probably  caused  by  direct  overharvest  of  female  elk.  This  was  made  possible  by  a combination  of 
proliferating  access  into  the  unroaded  elk  sanctuaries,  coupled  with  hunting  seasons  promoting  high  level 
hunting  opportunity.” 

Leege  (1974)  believed  that  the  decline  of  elk  in  the  Pete  I^ng  Creek  area  was  due  to  “increased 
access  into  the  timbered  portions  of  the  drainage  brought  about  by  numerous  logging  roads  (making)  elk 
more  \nalnerable  to  hunters...”  The  size  of  security  areas  that  should  remain  after  logging  will  var}^  with  the 
distance  from  open  roads,  since  most  hunters  do  not  penetrate  much  beyond  one  mile  from  an  open  road 
(Ream  et  al.  1974). 

Roads  may  limit  or  exclude  elk  use  of  preferred  habitat  when: 

— Road  locations  are  such  that  adequate  buffer  strips  are  not  provided  between  the  road  and  the 
habitat  in  question. 

- Road  density  is  such  that  minimum  security  cover  needs  are  eliminated. 

— Road  activity  is  such  that  elk  tolerance  limits  are  exceeded. 

— Road  locations  that  interfere  with  major  travelways,  such  as  saddles  and  ridge  tops. 

Roads  may  become  barriers  to  elk  movements  when: 

— Cut  slopes  are  over  2.5  meters  (8  feet)  high  with  a V4  to  1 or  steeper  slope. 

— Slash  on  fill  slopes  (below  road)  is  in  excess  of  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet)  deep  and  has  less  than  one 
opening  per  200  meters  (650  feet). 

Recommendations 

- All  elk  trails  crossed  by  roads  should  provide  access  on  cut  slopes  not  to  exceed  natural 
gradients.  If  slash  is  piled  along  roads,  openings  4 meters  (13  feet)  wide  are  required  at  trail  crossings. 

- Where  cut  slopes  are  over  2.5  meters  (8  feet)  in  height  and/or  have  a greater  than  .75  to  1 slope, 
elk  access  will  be  provided  at  major  trails  and  travelways. 

— Slash  disposal  for  road  construction  shall  be  such  that  no  barriers  to  elk  movement  are  created. 
Slash  depths  should  not  exceed  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet)  in  depth,  in  areas  where  complete  slash  disposal  is 
impractical,  openings  4 meters  (13  feet)  wide  at  200  meter  (650  feet)  intervals  are  essential. 

— Narrow  rights-of-way  should  be  maintained.  Vegetation  removal  along  roadsides  should  not 
extend  further  than  excavation  or  fill. 

— Roads  near  meadows  and  other  openings,  including  cutover  areas,  should  have  a minimum  of 
400  meter  (1,300  feet)  forested  barrier  between  the  road  and  the  opening. 

- Roads  should  avoid  saddles  and  ridge  tops  whenever  possible. 
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Road  Closures 


The  ability  to  close  roads  provides  the  land  manager  with  numerous  options  to  control  and  uses  in  a given 
area. 


Permanent  Closures 

Permanent  closures  have  many  advantages  in  that  they  insure  greater  security  for  elk  and  provide  increased 
forage  when  the  roadbed  revegetates  to  native  and  planted  species.  In  any  sale  area,  all  temporary'  and  spur 
roads  should  normally  be  permanently  closed. 

Temporary  Closures 

Temporary"  closures  may  be  utilized  on  system  roads  where  continued  access  is  necessar)^  Temporary 
closures  may  be  implemented  to: 

— Reduce  hunter  access.  This  would  provide  elk  with  sanctuaries  during  hunting  season.  These 
closures  should  be  initiated  beginning  September  1 and  continue  through  the  elk  hunting  season. 

— Protect  special  habitat.  Such  closures  would  provide  protection  to  wallows,  calving  areas, 
security  cover,  etc. 

— Reduce  stress  to  wintering  elk.  Such  closures  would  protect  elk  on  wintering  ranges  from 
harassment  by  snowmobilers  and  other  motorized  activity. 

Gate  Closures 

Gates  provide  the  option  to  permanently  close  roads;  to  close  to  public  access  but  allow 
administrative  uses;  to  close  during  period  when  resource  damage  can  occur;  or  to  provide  for  future  closure 
should  indications  of  resource  damage  occur. 

Recommendations 

— Gates  should  be  installed  at  onset  of  road  building  activity. 

- Gates  entering  any  active  timber  sale  area  should  be  closed  and  locked  during  any  period  of 
inactivity  exceeding  48  hours. 

— Gates  should  be  signed  to  indicate:  1)  the  season  or  period  of  closure,  and  2)  the  reasons  for 

closure. 

Buffer  Strips  Along  Roads 

Constant  human  activity  and  traffic  on  forest  roads  left  open  to  motorized  travel  ser\"e  to  render 
portions  of  otherwise  usable  habitat  useless  to  the  elk.  From  this  standpoint,  it  is  necessary'  to  utilize  buffer 
strips  to  reduce  the  adverse  impacts  on  roads  that  cannot  be  closed. 

Recommendations 

— Allow  for  hiding  cover  to  act  as  buffer  strips  along  permanent  open  roads. 

— Tie  these  buffer  strips  to  travel  lanes  which  are  provided  throughout  the  sale. 
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- The  accepted  width  of  a given  buffer  strip  should  be  minimum  of  1.5  sight  distances: 

GRAZING  AS  RELATED  TO  SILVICULTURAL  PRESCRIPTIONS 

On  occasion,  specitic  silvicultural  prescripdons  may  allow  for  short-term  livestock  grazing 
opportunities.  The  effects  of  livestock  grazing  as  it  applies  to  elk  and  their  habitat  indicate,  for  the  most  part, 
that  competition  for  forage  exists  and  that  inter-specific  interaction  occurs. 

Predicting  Elk  Responses  to  Habitat  Changes  and  Disturbance  Factors 

Cover.Forage  Ratios 

Wildlife  biologists  in  northern  Idaho  generally  concur  that  on  summer  and  spring-fall  range  cover  is  a 
more  important  component  of  elk  habitat  than  forage  since  it  is  more  frequently  lacking.  Consequently, 
when  logging,  there  is  a greater  potential  for  reducing  elk  use  by  removing  cover  than  there  is  for  increasing 
elk  use  by  improving  forage  production.  However,  on  winter  and  early  spring  ranges,  forage  requirements  are 
commonly  higher  than  the  habitat  can  easily  provide.  Hence,  on  these  ranges,  forage  production  increases 
which  result  from  logging  can  be  a major  benefit. 

Some  habitat  p^es  are  especially  important  as  summer  range  because  of  the  high  water  table  and 
subsequent  cool  temperatures  and  succulent  vegetation  they  possess.  Maximum  elk  use  is  assumed  to  occur 
in  these  areas  when  75  percent  is  in  cover.  Any  further  removal  of  canopy  tends  to  decrease  the  attributes  elk 
seek  there  during  the  hottest  part  of  the  year. 

Other  habitat  pq^es  provide  dense  thermal  cover  on  summer  and  spring-fall  ranges  but  are  not  as 
moist  and,  therefore,  not  as  attractive  to  elk  during  mid-summer.  Those  areas  can  be  made  more  attractive  by 
increasing  forage  production  which  wHl  be  utilized  by  elk  primarily  during  spring,  early  summer,  and  late  fall. 

A third  categon^  of  habitat  pqjes  occurs  primarily  at  lower  or  higher  elevations  where  summer  use  by 
elk  is  usually  light  because  of  a lack  of  thermal  cover  and/or  inherently  poor  forage  production.  The  low 
elevation  habitat  pq>es  are  more  commonly  used  by  elk  during  the  winter  and  early  spring  months,  and  any 
logging  should  be  evaluated  in  light  of  elk  needs  at  those  times  of  the  year.  In  some  cases  it  will  be  necessap’ 
to  establish  season  of  use  by  ground  surveys  before  logging  can  be  properly  evaluated. 

On  winter  ranges,  forage  is  usually  a more  critical  factor  than  is  cover.  A forage:cover  ratio  of  75:25 
is  best  where  snow  depths  are  less  than  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet)  on  the  ground  during  most  days  of  an  average 
winter.  Cover  needs  are  minimal  on  this  type  of  winter  range  if  isolated  from  man’s  activities  (Leege  and 
Hickey  1977).  However,  Montana  studies  indicate  elk  prefer  dense  timber  stands  and  larger  trees  for  bedding 
cover.  These  areas  are  normally  near  foraging  areas.  Bedding  areas  were  abandoned  following  hea\p' 
selection  logging  (Beall  1976).  When  snow  depths  average  0.5  meters  to  0.8  meters  (1.5  to  2.5  feet),  a 60:40 
ratio  is  necessap'.  On  winter  ranges  where  snow  depths  are  more  than  0.8  meters  (2.5  feet)  on  most  winter 
days,  a 40:60  ratio  provides  optimum  habitat.  The  additional  cover  is  necessap^  to  intercept  the  snow  and 
provide  for  ease  of  movement.  However,  the  proper  ratio  and  snow  depths  are  only  one  factor  of  winter 
range  needs.  Range  qualip^  is  largely  determined  by  the  amount  of  palatable  and  nutritious  browse  being 
produced  in  forage  areas.  Other  important  factors  include  aspect,  location,  and  juxtaposition  with  other 
habitat  requirements. 
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Roads 


It  should  be  made  clear  at  this  point  that  optimum  habitat  assumes  a proper  distribution  of  cover  and 
forage  and  also,  more  importantly,  that  the  habitat  is  not  being  adversely  influenced  by  man.  When  frequent 
man-associated  disturbances  are  introduced,  an  elk’s  need  for  cover  increases  significantly.  Roads  are  the 
means  by  which  most  man-associated  disturbances  arrive  on  elk  ranges,  and  consequently,  a method  of 
predicting  effects  of  roads  on  elk  use  has  been  deviseci. 

Adjacent  Areas 

An  area  proposed  for  a timber  sale  cannot  be  properly  evaluated  for  elk  use  without  giving  some 
consideration  to  surrounding  habitat.  The  optimum  foragexover  ratio  in  the  proposed  sale  area  will  depend 
to  some  extent  on  the  foragexover  ratios  and  access  roads  in  the  areas  on  aU  sides  of  it.  For  example,  a 100- 
acre  patch  of  standing  timber  is  more  important  as  hiding  and/ or  thermal  cover  if  the  500  acres  immediately 
adjacent  on  all  sides  have  been  recently  clearcut  than  if  similar  timber  still  remains  on  aU  sides. 

Sales  should  be  evaluated  on  how  they  affect  not  only  the  area  within  the  sale  boundary,  but  the 
entire  home  range  of  the  elk  which  use  the  sale  area.  As  noted  earlier,  the  average  summer  home  range  for  a 
cow  elk  is  about  6 square  miles  (3,800  acres)  (Zahn  1974  and  Ream  et  al.  1974).  We  propose  this  to  be  the 
size  of  the  land  unit  on  which  a logging  sale  impacts  elk.  To  define  the  area,  the  center  of  the  sale  area  is 
estimated  and  ser\xs  as  the  center  of  a circle  which  encompasses  the  home  range  acreage. 

If  the  sale  area  is  larger  than  3,800  acres,  home  range  acreage  need  not  be  considered,  and  only  the 
area  within  the  sale  boundary  is  evaluated.  If  portions  of  the  sale  area  lie  outside  the  home  range  circle,  those 
portions  should  be  included.  In  both  the  sale  and  home  range  acreages  the  term  “adjacent  area”  then  refers 
to  that  area  outside  of  the  sale  area  boundaries  but  within  the  home  range. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In  1989,  The  Chief  of  the  Forest  Serthce  established  a National  Old  Growth  Task  Force  and  an  action  plan  to 
deal  with  management  of  old  growth  forests.  The  action  plan  called  for  each  Region  to  develop  local 
definitions  based  upon  a national  generic  definition  of  old  growth.  Regional  definitions  were  not  to  be  tied  to 
resource  values  derived  from  old  forests,  but  would  be  based  on  ecological  attributes.  In  1989,  Region  1 
named  an  old  growth  committee  and  set  forth  an  action  plan  for  meeting  national  requirements. 

Many  people  do  not  see  the  National  Forests  as  “working”  forests,  but  rather  believe  old  growth  is  the 
ultimate  and  desirable  forest  condition.  Others  believe  old  growth  has  value  only  as  habitat  for  dependent  or 
associated  wildlife  species.  Old  growth  has  an  important  role  to  play  in  forests  managed  for  multiple 
resources.  Region  1 views  old  growth  as  one  element  of  the  total  diversity  that  should  be  found  in  a healthy 
forest  landscape. 

Region  1 old  growth  npes  were  developed  by  three  committees  representing  the  major  geographic  areas  of 
northern  Idaho,  western  and  eastern  Montana.  Each  National  Forest  involved  concerned  publics  as  these 
definitions  evolved.  The  Intermountain  Research  Station  participated  in  this  effort  as  well  as  interest  groups 
from  outside  of  the  agency.  The  definitions  have  been  coordinated  with  similar  efforts  in  adjoining  Forest 
Ser\ice  Regions  4 and  6. 

These  definitions  wiU  be  used  in  the  implementation  of  Forest  Plans.  Where  there  are  conflicts  with  existing 
plan  requirements,  differences  wiU  be  worked  out  on  a case-by-case  basis.  These  definitions  will  be  used  as 
Forest  Plans  are  revised.  They  wiU  constitute  an  important  criteria  for  the  current  Regional  effort  of 
Sustaining  Ecological  Systems. 

Both  NFIMA  and  WO  direction  prescribe  an  ecological  approach  to  old  growth  that  considers  old  growth  as  a 
key  element  in  providing  for  biological  diversity.  Old  growth  dependent  and  associated  species  are  provided 
for  by  supplying  the  fuU  range  of  the  diversity  of  late  serai  and  climax  forest  community  t\q?es  that  make  up 
habitat  for  these  species. 

Past  efforts  at  developing  old  growth  deflnitions  were  generaUy  applicable  only  to  the  area  where  they  were 
developed,  because  they  were  not  stratified  based  on  site  potential.  Because  of  differing  capabiUties  of  the 
land,  adequate  and  defensible  old  growth  definitions  should  be  based  on  a site  potential  stratification,  such  as 
habitat  p-pe,  series,  or  habitat  p"pe  groups.  Otherwise,  type  descriptions  wiU  fail  to  adequately  describe  old 
growth  across  a variety  of  site  conditions.  As  examples,  stands  with  lots  of  21”  diameter  trees  could  easily  be 
produced  on  sites  with  hemlock  and  cedar  potential  in  90  years.  On  the  other  hand,  many  higher  elevation 
subalpine  fir  sites  could  never  grow  a 21”  tree.  Multi-storied  stands  may  be  elements  of  old  growth  on  many 
hemlock  and  cedar  habitat  types,  but  they  probably  are  not  natural  on  drier  Douglas-fir  or  ponderosa  pine 
habitat  p^pes. 

Habitat  ppes  are  based  on  the  biological  capabiUty  of  the  land  to  produce  a given  ppe  of  plant  communip’  at 
the  endpoint  of  secondary  succession  (climax).  Normal  timber  management  rotations  do  not  extend  long 
enough  to  produce  climax  plant  communities,  or  subclimax  late  serai  community  p^pes  that  would  be  part  of 
a natural  landscape.  A biodiversity-based  approach  to  old  growth  management  seeks  to  maintain  a relatively 
natural  range  of  both  climax  plant  communities  and  late  serai  subclimax  communities.  Both  climax  and  late 
serai  subclimax  community  types  will  be  composed  of  stands  with  mixes  and  structural  characteristics  that  are 
not  commonly  seen  in  current  timber  management  regimes. 

Ficological  definitions  of  all  successional  stages,  stratification  by  habitat  ppes,  and  other  site  conditions  will 
help  us  do  a better  job  of  managing  for  a landscape  with  a full  range  of  natural  biological  diversity. 
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As  we  inventon'  the  landscape,  we  must  gather  enough  hard  data  to  provide  for  management  needs  and  to 
improve  our  understanding  of  communities  and  their  dynamics.  The  old  growth  types  of  this  report  are  a 
first  step  in  describing  the  successional  stages  for  forest  types  of  the  Northern  Region. 

ECOLOGICAL  CONCEPTS  RELATED  TO  OLD  GROWTH  FORESTS 

The  term  old  growth  has  not  been  a well  defined  or  common  term  in  much  of  the  forest  ecology'  literature. 
The  older  stages  of  forest  succession  have  typically  been  referred  to  as  late  serai,  climax,  mature,  or 
overmature  (Dansereau  1957;  Daubenmire  1968;  Kimmons  1987;  Spurr  1964;  Weaver  and  Clements  1938). 
The  old  growth  stage  is  thoroughly  discussed  by  Oliver  and  Larson  (1990),  with  references  to  old  growth 
dating  back  to  the  1940s.  Environmentalists  have  ty'pically  used  ancient,  primeval,  and  virgin  forest  as  terms 
for  the  older  stages  of  forest  succession  (Hunter  1990). 

With  the  emergence  of  old  growth  as  a management  issue  in  the  1980s,  that  developed  first  in  western 
Washington  and  Oregon,  the  literature  has  become  prolific  with  discussions  of  old  growth  definitions  and 
characteristics.  Various  definitions  have  been  developed  and  used  for  the  forests  of  Washington  and  Oregon 
(Franklin  and  others  1986;  Franklin  and  Spies  1991;  Marcot  and  others  1991). 

Unfortunately  the  definitions  and  ecological  relationships  for  forests  of  Washington  and  Oregon  have  often 
been  extrapolated  to  the  northern  Rocky  Mountains  of  Idaho  and  Montana.  The  ecological  systems  of  the 
northern  Rocky  Mountains  are  significantly  different  than  the  Cascades,  due  to  a variety  of  factors.  Primary' 
factors  that  differ  include:  a climate  that  is  transitioning  from  marine  to  continental  influences;  an  older  land 
surface  with  complex  geologic  history  and  soil  development;  generally  drier  conditions  with  relatively 
frequent  droughts  and  extensive  fire;  stand  and  fuel  conditions  that  often  result  in  running  or  creeping 
ground  fire  that  does  not  kill  the  overstory  trees;  stressed  sites  that  have  significant  insect  and  pathogen 
influences;  and  a different  complex  of  biogeographic  fauna  and  flora  that  have  evolved  in  a very'  different 
system. 

Based  on  OUver  and  Larson  (1990)  true  old  growth  would  only  include  trees  that  have  grown  up  without 
outside  stand  initiating  disturbances.  Transition  old  growth  can  contain  large,  old  trees  that  are  relics  from 
stand  initiating  disturbances.  This  definition  is  promoted  by  Hay'ward  (1991)  in  emphasizing  that  old  growth 
should  be  restricted  to  stands  that  are  influenced  by  within-stand  processes.  This  narrow  definition  generally 
does  not  fit  with  stand  development  processes  common  to  the  northern  Rocky  Mountains.  This  is  well 
documented  by  Achuff  (1989)  and  Habeck  (1988;  1990)  in  reviews  of  old  growth  forests.  Old  growth  stands 
in  the  northern  Rockies  that  proceed  from  a stand-consuming  fire,  through  dominance  by  serai  tree  species, 
and  then  to  climax  are  typically  short  lived,  due  to  the  high  probably  of  crown  fire.  Many  of  the  oldest  stands 
of  old  growth  are  dominated  by  serai  tree  species  that  are  maintained  as  dominants  and  protected  from  crown 
fire,  by  repeated  underburns  that  reduce  ladder  fuels  and  competition  from  more  tolerant  tree  species.  These 
relationships  are  well  documented  by  Arno  and  others  (1985),  Arno  (1980),  Fisher  and  Clayton  (1983),  and 
Fisher  and  Bradley  (1987).  In  reviewing  historic  data  it  has  recently  been  determined  that  the  bulk  of  the 
presettlement  upland  old  growth  in  the  northern  Rockies  was  in  the  lower  elevation,  ground-fire  maintained 
ponderosa  pine/western  larch /Douglas- fir  types  (Losensky  1992).  This  does  not  mean  that  other  types  of 
old  growth  were  not  common  or  not  important,  but  it  emphasizes  that  the  older  stages  of  succession  in  the 
northern  Rockies  do  not  follow  traditional  old  growth  climax  succession  theory'.  In  .essence  it  provides  solid 
support  for  more  region- specific  old  growth  definitions  and  understanding  of  ecological  relationships. 

As  the  old  growth  issue  began  to  receive  national  attention,  it  became  apparent  that  the  definitions  that  had 
been  developed  for  Washington  and  Oregon  would  not  work  for  other  geographic  areas.  This  is  reflected  bv 
Hunter  (1987)  who  emphasized  that  there  was  no  generally  accepted  definition,  that  the  climax  forest  idea 
was  too  restrictive,  and  that  old  growth  forests  should  be  relatively  old  and  relatively  undisturbed  by  humans, 
'fhomas  and  others  (1988)  emphasize  that  there  is  no  single  all-inclusive  definition  and  that  old  growth 
characteristics  vary  by  region,  forest  type,  and  local  conditions.  Hunter  (1990)  promotes  that  a universal  old 
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growth  detinidon  is  not  cksirable  and  that  forest  ecologists  should  develop  unique  definitions  for  each  forest 
n-pe,  taking  into  account  forest  structure,  development,  function,  and  patterns  of  human  disturbance. 

This  general  emphasis  in  the  scientific  literature  for  region  and  type  specific  definitions  evolved  into  national 
Forest  Service  direction  in  1989.  This  included  a generic  detinidon  of  old  growth  forests  as  "ecosystems 
distinguished  by  old  trees  and  related  structural  attributes."  Within  the  description  old  growth  could 
encompass  both  serai  tire-dependent  species  and  tolerant,  climax  species.  The  national  direction  provided  a 
list  of  general  characteristics  that  "U'pically"  distinguished  old  growth  from  younger  growth. 

Within  the  Northern  Rockies  various  attempts  at  old  growth  detinidon  were  made  during  the  Forest  planning 
process.  Unfortunately,  these  efforts  continued  to  follow  the  definitions  being  developed  in  Oregon  and 
Washington  or  emphasized  structural  characteristics  related  to  old  growth-associated  wildlife  species.  Ptister 
(1987)  conducted  the  first  quantitative  analysis  based  on  ecological  data  for  the  Northern  Rockies.  This 
effort  concentrated  on  the  Kootenai  and  Nez  Perce  National  Forests  and  provided  a structure  for  the  analysis 
presented  in  this  paper.  The  analysis  provided  a basic  review  of  concepts  and  provided  an  ecologically  based 
classification  of  old  growth  based  on  numbers  of  large  trees,  snags,  and  down  logs  and  described  associated 
attributes  of  layers,  canopy  cover,  age,  and  basal  area.  Ptister  (1987)  provided  eight  recommendations  for 
further  analysis,  some  of  which  have  been  crucial  in  conducting  the  regional  level  analysis. 

ECOLOGICAL  STRATIFICATION  FOR  THE  NORTHERN  REGION 

In  order  to  classify  old  growth  forests  it  was  decided  that  the  most  applicable  system  for  stratification  of  site 
potential  would  be  groups  of  habitat  t\q5es.  The  habitat  type  classification  systems  used  for  this  grouping  are 
the  "Forest  Habitat  Types  of  Northern  Idaho:  A Second  Approximation"  (Cooper  and  others  1991)  and 
"Forest  Habitat  Types  of  Montana"  (Ptister  and  others  1977). 

Habitat  t\q3es  were  grouped  using  the  interdisciplinary  process.  For  each  zone  a group  of  ecologists,  soil 
scientists,  and  silviculturists  met  and  selected  criteria  for  grouping  similar  habitat  types.  Criteria  used  for 
grouping  included:  similarity  of  disturbance  response,  potential  productivity,  potential  stocking  density, 

potential  down  wood  accumulation,  tire  frequency,  and  tree  species.  These  groups  relate  closely  in  the 
environment  with  temperature  and  moisture  regimes. 

Appendix  A,  table  1 (Tab  A)  provides  a listing  of  habitat  type  alpha  and  numeric  codes  for  groups  in  Idaho, 
north  of  the  Salmon  River.  Due  to  differences  in  precipitation  distribution,  length  of  growing  season,  and 
floristic  composition,  the  habitat  types  that  occur  in  a given  group  will  differ  between  geographic  areas. 

The  old  growth  types  for  the  Northern  Region  have  been  developed  for  three  different  geographic  areas 
within  the  Region.  The  Region  was  geographically  stratified  into  northern  Idaho,  western  Montana,  and 
eastern  Montana.  The  Northern  Idaho  Zone  is  the  western  side  of  the  northern  Rocky  Mountains  in  Idaho 
that  is  heavily  influenced  by  pacific  storms  and  weather  patterns  and  generally  received  higher  precipitation, 
especially  in  the  winter,  than  areas  to  the  east.  The  area  generally  north  of  Lake  Coeur  d'Alene  has  landforms 
designed  by  past  continental  glaciation,  while  the  areas  to  the  south  have  been  primarily  influenced  by  steep 
river  downcutting  and  mountain  glaciation.  Northern  Idaho  is  also  heavily  influenced  by  past  volcanic  events 
that  deposited  ash,  which  gives  the  soils  relatively  higher  moisture  holding  capabilities. 

The  Western  Montana  Zone  generally  extends  from  the  Bitterroot  Mountain  Divide  to  the  (continental 
Divide  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  in  Montana.  This  area  is  influenced  by  pacific  storms,  with  relatively  high 
precipitation  in  the  winter,  but  is  also  in  the  rain  shadow  of  the  Bitterroot  Mountains.  Some  continental 
climatic  influence  also  occurs  and  this  area  typically  receives  a higher  percentage  of  precipitation  in  the 
summer  than  nrirthern  Idahf>.  Some  areas  in  western  Montana  have  soils  developed  on  volcanic  ash,  but 
much  less  than  in  nc^rthern  Idaho.  The  area  north  of  Missoula  has  landforms  designed  by  past  continental 
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glaciation  while  the  areas  to  the  south  have  been  primarily  influenced  by  glacial  lake  deposition,  moderate 
river  downcutting,  and  mountain  glaciation. 

The  Eastern  Montana  Zone  generally  extends  from  the  Continental  Divide  east  to  the  eastern  portions  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains  that  occur  near  Billings  and  north  to  Lewistown  and  Great  Falls.  This  area  is  strongly 
influenced  by  both  a continental  climatic  influence  and  storms  from  the  west.  It  lies  in  the  rain  shadow  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains  and  receives  much  less  precipitation  than  northern  Idaho  or  western  Montana.  A relatively 
high  percentage  of  the  precipitation  occurs  in  the  summer.  A minor  percentage  of  the  soils  are  influenced  by 
volcanic  ash  deposition.  A large  percentage  of  the  soils  are  developed  on  limestone  parent  material. 
Landforms  north  of  Great  Falls  were  generally  developed  through  continental  glaciation,  while  landforms  to 
the  south  were  generally  developed  as  a result  of  mountain  glaciation  and  gradual  to  moderate  river 
downcutting. 

ANALYSIS  PROCESS  FOR  CLASSIFYING  OLD  GROWTH  TYPES 

For  each  geographic  zone  of  the  Region  a committee  was  selected  that  included  members  from  National 
Forest  Systems,  Forest  Service  Research,  Universities,  and  the  public.  Each  committee  was  chaired  by  a 
Forest  Supervisor  and  had  members  from  each  National  Forest  that  represented  various  disciplines.  The 
committees  also  coordinated  with  adjacent  Forests  in  other  Regions.  The  Rl-RO  Ecologv'  group  provided 
coordination  and  leadership  throughout  the  process  and  developed  the  computer  analysis  tools  with  the 
assistance  of  the  Regional  Timber  inventory  group.  The  committees  conducted  a preliminary'  analysis  to 
develop  the  draft  definitions  presented  in  this  report.  Further  refinement  and  development  of  descriptions 
will  be  conducted  as  more  data  is  collected. 

The  concept  of  old  growth  was  based  on  the  National  definition.  In  this  definition  old  growth  forests  are 
considered  ecosystems  that  are  distinguished  by  old  trees  and  related  structural  attributes.  They  encompass 
the  later  stages  of  stand  development  that  typically  differ  from  earlier  stages  in  characteristics  such  as  tree  age, 
tree  size,  number  of  large  trees  per  acre  and  basal  area.  In  addition,  attributes  such  as  decadence,  dead  trees, 
the  number  of  canopy  layers  and  canopy  gaps  are  important  but  more  difficult  to  describe  because  of  high 
variability. 

The  October  1989  Forest  Service  position  statement  on  old  growth  recognized  that-  "old  growth  forests 
encompass  the  late  stages  of  stand  development  and  are  distinguished  by  old  trees  and  related  structural 
attributes  . . ."  and  that  "...  specific  attributes  vary'  by  forest  type."  Forest  Servtice  Regions  were  charged 
with  developing  forest  ty'pe  old  growth  definitions,  and  conducting  old  growth  inventories. 

Both  biological  processes  and  human  values  were  considered  to  determine  criteria  for  old  growth.  As  stands 
develop  and  age,  there  are  changes  in  ecological  composition,  structure,  and  function  as  well  as  changes  in 
aesthetic  and  economic  values.  The  point  in  that  process  of  forest  aging  where  a stand  is  classified  as  old 
growth  is  largely  a function  of  human  values  and  concerns.  It's  similar  to  the  process  of  human  aging. 
People  change  in  real  physical  ways  as  they  age.  But,  how  old  is  considered  old,  depends  upon  whether  y'ou 
ask  a 15  year  old,  a 40  year  old,  or  a 70  year  old  person. 

Forest  Plans  generally  set  timber  rotations  at  approximately  100  years,  plus  or  minus  2 decades.  Ci)ld  growth 
has  become  an  issue  because  some  people  think  that  it  might  be  in  short  supply.  Therefore,  our  concern  with 
old  growth  focuses  on  forests  with  tree  ages  and  sizes,  or  stand  structures  significantly  different  than  what 
could  be  obtained  in  100  years. 

Plot  data  from  the  Northern  Region  stand  exam  inventory'  (USDA  Forest  Serv  ice  R-1;  1989)  w'ere  used  as  the 
basis  for  the  old  growth  definition  analysis.  All  plots  that  met  a given  set  of  criteria  vv'ere  used  in  the  analysis. 

The  criteria  for  inclusion  of  a plot  in  the  analysis  were: 
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1.  Plots  were  sur\^ey  type  45  and  46,  which  meet  full  standard  exam  procedures. 

2.  Plots  were  selected  from  stands  with  no  evidence  of  logging. 

3.  Plots  had  an  idendfied  habitat  type. 

4.  The  largest  tree  on  the  plot  was  equal  to  or  greater  than  100  years  old  and  > 9 inches  diameter  at 
breast  height  (dbh). 

5.  The  plot  basal  area  for  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  5"  dbh  was  > 40  sf/ acre. 

A total  of  680,000  plots  were  screened  for  the  Idaho  Panhandle,  Clearwater,  and  Nez  Perce  National  Forests 
in  northern  Idaho.  A total  of  1,068,000  plots  were  screened  for  the  Kootenai,  Flathead,  Lolo,  and  Bitterroot 
National  Forests  in  western  Montana.  A total  of  388,000  plots  were  screened  for  the  Lewis  & Clark,  Helena, 
Deerlodge,  Beaverhead,  Gallatin,  and  west  side  of  the  Custer  National  Forests  in  eastern  Montana. 

Habitat  pqjes  are  a land  classification  system  based  on  the  potential  plant  associations  that  will  dominate  a site 
at  the  end  point  of  plant  succession  (climax).  Habitat  types  are  ideal  for  stratifying  site  conditions  in  order  to 
predict  the  ppe  of  old  growth  forest  they  will  produce.  The  plot  data  was  sorted  into  groups  of  similar 
habitat  tyq?es.  Before  a site  reaches  climax  condition,  it  may  be  dominated  by  several  different  conifer  tree 
species  (with  some  associated  structural  differences),  so  plots  in  each  habitat  t}q?e  group  were  subdivided  by 
forest  cover  tyqje  (based  on  plurality  of  tree  species  basal  area). 

Within  each  habitat  tyq?e  group  and  forest  cover  type  group,  plots  containing  large  trees  over  1 00  years  of  age 
were  selected  for  further  analysis.  The  guiding  principle  was  to  select  plots  containing  large,  old  trees  that 
would  represent  the  latter  stages  of  stand  development.  These  plots  with  large  old  trees  were  then  further 
analyzed  to  determine  the  characteristics  typical  of  old  growth.  These  plots  with  old  trees  were  analyzed  for 
significant  differences  in  tree  ages,  sizes,  and  forest  stand  structures  and  composition.  Based  on  groupings  of 
the  data,  and  on  professional  judgment  of  the  foresters,  ecologists,  and  wildlife  biologists,  the  following  ages 
were  selected  as  minimums: 


North  Idaho 

AH  types  except  lodgepole  pine  1 50 

Lodgepole  pine  120 

Western  Montana 

Ponderosa  pine,  Douglas-fir,  western  larch  170 

Lodgepole  pine  140 

Other  types  1 80 

Eastern  Montana 

Douglas-fir  types  1 and  2 200 

Limber  pine  120 

Lodgepole  pine  1 50 

Subalpine  fir  type  10  135 

Subalpine  fir  other  types  160 

Whitebark  pine  type  11  150 

Whitebark  pine  type  12  135 

Pondersoa  pine  1 80 

Douglas-fir  type  3 180 
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The  other  minimum  criteria  — tree  size,  and  number  of  large  trees  per  acre  — were  selected  to  distinguish 
those  stands  where  the  old  trees  were  dominating  the  stand  structure.  The  number  of  trees  equal  to  or 
greater  than  a given  age  and  size  (diameter  at  breast  height)  were  used  as  minimum  screening  criteria  for  old 
growth.  Associated  characterisdes  (such  as  number  of  snags,  down  woody  material,  dead  tops  and  decay,  and 
diameter  variation)  represent  the  means,  values,  and  ranges  for  structural  characterisdes  found  in  the  data  for 
plots  that  met  the  old  growth  minimum  criteria. 

Three  broad  old  growth  stand  structures  were  recognized  in  the  analysis: 

1 . luite  Serai,  Single-Story  — these  stands  are  still  dominated  by  the  tree  species  and  tree  canopy  layer  that  first 
captured  the  site  after  a stand  replacing  disturbance.  The  upper  canopy  is  reladvely  closed.  If  understor\^ 
trees  were  present,  they  are  generally  small,  exhibit  little  growth,  and  do  not  form  an  apparent  canopy  layer. 
Other  understor}'  vegetation  may  be  sparse.  Ages  and  sizes  of  dominant  trees  are  significantly  beyond  what 
may  be  found  at  culmination  of  mean  annual  increment  of  tree  stand  volume  growth,  growth  rates  are 
slowing,  and  tree  crowns  are  showing  signs  of  maturity  or  old  age  (flat,  wide  tops  with  slow  main  leader 
growth).  This  stage  may  have  moderate  amounts  of  tree  decay,  but  little  mortality,  and  few  snags  or  pieces  of 
down  woody  material. 

2.  l^te  Serai,  Multi-Story  — the  initial  serai  trees  and  canopy  layer  have  lost  control  of  the  site.  Disturbance  or 
the  natural  mortality  of  age  has  produced  holes  in  the  upper  canopy;  shade  tolerant  understory^  vegetation  and 
trees  are  increasing  in  crown  volume;  and  shade  tolerant  understory^  tree  species  are  growing  towards  the 
main  canopy,  and  may  have  occupied  part  of  it.  Two  or  more  canopy  layers  are  obvious,  the  canopy  may  be 
irregular,  and  broken  tops,  bole  rot,  snags,  and  large  down  woody  debris  may  be  common.  The  stand  m.ay 
have  small  openings  dominated  by  shrubs  or  understory  forbs.  Although  there  may  be  some  veiy'  large  or  old 
individual  trees,  stand  average  diameter  and  age  may  be  either  greater  or  less  than  in  the  previous  Late  Serai, 
Single-Story  stage.  There  is  often  great  variation  in  average  tree  diameter. 

3.  Mear  Climax  — this  stage  is  dominated  by  shade  tolerant  (possibly  climax)  tree  species  that  captured  the  site 
after  the  initial  serai  stand  has  been  largely  replaced.  A few  remnant  shade  intolerant,  early  serai  trees  may 
persist,  but  they  represent  a small  part  of  total  live  canopy.  Depending  upon  overstory  structure,  there  may 
be  great  variation  in  understory  characteristics  and  tree  diameter  distributions.  If  the  shade  tolerant  tree 
species  are  relatively  short  lived  (such  as  subalpine  fire),  or  only  moderately  long  lived  (such  as  grand  fir),  the 
canopy  will  be  multi-storied,  and  contain  significant  numbers  of  snags  and  down  woody  debris.  If  the  shade 
tolerant  tree  species  is  very  long  lived  (such  as  cedar),  there  may  be  1 dominant  canopy  layer,  with  relatively 
few  snags  or  pieces  of  down  woody  debris. 

The  above  3 stages  are  generalities  useful  for  explaining  why  an  individual  old  growth  stand  may  be  expected 
to  have,  or  not  have,  various  structural  characteristics  sometimes  identified  with  old  growth  in  forest  ecolog}' 
literature.  Individual  old  growth  stands  may  combine  various  elements  of  the  above  3 stages,  or  may  have 
some  other  unique  characteristics  as  the  result  of  particular  site  and  stand  histor\^ 

The  plot  data  base  was  stratified  by  habitat  type  groups  and  forest  cover  ppes.  The  forest  cover  u^pe  was 
assigned  to  the  tree  species  with  plurality  of  basal  area  for  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  9"  dbh.  Data  from 
these  plots  on  numbers  of  trees  by  4"  diameter  size  class,  basal  area,  layers,  snags,  decay,  broken  tops,  age, 
and  crown  ratio  were  graphed  in  various  combinations,  analyzed  in  frequency  diagrams,  and  displayed  in 
tables.  Interdisciplinary  team  members  from  the  zone  committees  and  Forests  then  reviewed  the  output  and 
identified  minimum  screening  criteria  for  old  growth  for  each  habitat  type  group  and  forest  cover  npe  bv 
Forest.  Zone  committees  then  met  and  grouped  this  data  into  minimum  criteria  for  screening  stands  for  old 
growth. 
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The  minimum  screening  criteria  can  be  used  to  identify  stands  that  may  meet  the  old  growth  type 
descripdons.  T\pe  descriptions  are  presented  in  a later  section  of  this  report.  The  screening  criteria  are 
presented  in  Table  1 . In  the  table  the  column  headings  are  defined  as  follows; 

Old  Growth  T}pe  - the  type  is  a group  of  forest  cover  p^pes  that  have  similar  characteristics  relative  to  size, 
number  and  age  of  dominant  overstor}^  trees.  The  forest  cover  types  are  identified  with  the  following  codes: 
PP  - ponderosa  pine;  DF  - Douglas-fir;  L - western  larch;  LP  - lodgepole  pine;  Y - western  yew;  GF  - grand 
fir;  SAF  - Engelmann  spruce  and  subalpine  fir;  WH  - western  hemlock;  WT  - western  white  pine;  MAF  - 
mountain  hemlock,  alpine  larch,  and  subalpine  fir;  WBP  - whitebark  pine;  C - western  redcedar;  PF  - limber 
pine,\\’SL-combinations  of  alpine  larch,  whitebark  pine,  and  limber  pine 

Habitat  T\^e  Group  - Habitat  types  are  grouped  differently  according  to  geographic  zone.  The  letters 
identify  the  zone  habitat  p^e  groups  displayed  in  Appendix  A (Tab  A).  Habitat  p^pe  groups  are  grouped  into 
larger  groups  based  on  similarity  of  temperature  and  moisture  regimes  within  each  zone. 

Minimum  Criteria; 


Minimum  Age  of  Large  Trees  - This  is  the  minimum  average  age  for  the  largest  size  class  for  the  old  growth 
PT?e. 

Number  TPA/DBH  - Number  of  live  trees  per  acre  equal  to  or  greater  than  a given  dbh  level  and  age.  This 
would  be  the  minimum  number  of  live  trees  per  acre  equal  to  or  greater  than  a set  dbh  level  and  age. 

Minimum  Basal  Area  - the  minimum  basal  area  in  square  feet  for  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  5"  dbh. 


Associated  Characteristics: 


DBH  Variation  - variation  in  diameter  of  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  9”  dbh.  The  variation  is  classed  in  L 
= low  (+  0-20%),  M = moderate  ( + 21-40%),  and  H = high  (+  41-100%). 

Percent  Dead/Broken  Top  - the  percent  of  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  9”  dbh.  with  dead  or  broken  tops. 

Probability  of  Down  Wood  - the  probability  that  abundant  down  wood  > 9”  diameter  will  be  present. 
Probabilities  are  classed  into  L = low  (+  0-20%),  M = moderate  (+  21-40%),  and  H = high  (+  41-100%). 

Percent  Decay  - the  percent  of  trees  equal  to  or  greater  than  9"  dbh  with  significant  decay. 

Tree  Canopy  Layers  - an  indication  of  the  number  or  variation  in  numbers  of  tree  layers  that  can  be  expected. 
SNGL  = single  layer;  MLT  = multiple  layers. 

Snags  > 9"  - range  in  number  of  snags  (dead  standing  trees)  > 9"  diameter. 

No.  of  Samples  - this  is  the  number  of  plots  from  the  plot  data  base  that  met  the  screening  criteria  and  are 
used  in  the  old  growth  type  descriptions. 
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CORRELATION  WITH  ADJACENT  REGIONS 

Old  growth  upes  were  correlated  across  regional  boundaries  with  Region  6 (Washington  and  Oregon)  and 
Region  4 (southern  Idaho  and  Wyoming).  Meetings  were  held  with  regional  representatives  on  June  11,  1991 
in  Spokane,  Washington  and  on  October  4,  1991  in  Missoula,  Montana.  Most  definitions  correlated  fairly 
well.  Region  6 will  use  R-l's  definitions  for  serai  cover  t)^es  in  eastern  Washington  and  Oregon. 

USE  OF  OLD  GROWTH  TYPE  DESCRIPTIONS 

Forest  stand  composition  and  structure  is  a funcdon  of  site  physical  characteristics  (soil,  climate,  topography), 
the  particular  history  of  that  site,  the  characteristics  of  the  species  that  occupy  the  site  and  their  interactions, 
and  the  physical  and  biological  forces  that  affect  the  site  during  successional  development.  The  rugged, 
mountainous  topography  of  the  Northern  Region  is  overlain  with  a complex  climate  produced  by  the  west  to 
east  intersection  of  the  pacific  Marine  climate  with  the  Great  Plains  Continental  climate.  There  is  great 
annual  variation  in  both  temperature  and  moisture,  and  there  is  a large  amount  of  variation  from  year  to  year 
around  the  long  term  averages  for  any  given  date  or  month.  There  is  also  great  variation  in  type  and  severity 
of  disturbance  mechanisms,  both  natural  and  man  caused.  The  result  of  this  variety  of  forces  that  shapes 
individual  stands,  is  a wide  variation  in  the  resulting  stand  structures.  No  set  of  generated  numbers  can 
capture  all  the  variation  that  may  occur  at  any  given  age  or  stage  in  forest  development. 

Because  of  the  great  variation  in  old  growth  stand  structures,  no  set  of  numbers  can  be  relied  upon 
to  correctly  classify  every  stand.  In  addition,  the  uncertainties  of  sampling  and  statistics  introduce  another 
need  for  caution  in  using  stand  data.  The  minimum  criteria  in  the  "tables  of  old  growth  t\pe  characteristics" 
are  meant  to  be  used  as  a screening  device  to  select  stands  that  may  be  suitable  for  management  as  old 
growth,  and  the  associated  characteristics  are  meant  to  be  used  as  a guideline  to  evaluate  initially  selected 
stands.  They  are  also  meant  to  serve  as  a common  set  of  terms  for  old  growth  inventories.  Most  stands  that 
meet  minimum  criteria  will  be  suitable  old  growth,  but  there  will  also  be  some  stands  that  meet  minimum 
criteria  that  will  not  be  suitable  old  growth,  and  some  old  growth  may  be  overlooked.  Do  not  accept  or 
reject  a stand  as  old  growth  based  on  the  numbers  alone;  use  the  numbers  as  a guide. 

A stand  dominated  by  trees  of  the  age  and  size  listed  under  minimum  criteria  is  generally  good  potential  old 
growth.  The  number  of  trees  is  meant  as  a guideline  for  how  many  trees  it  takes  to  produce  older  stand 
characteristics,  and  should  not  be  used  as  an  absolute.  The  large  tree  age  listed  under  minimum  criteria  is 
meant  to  define  the  minimum  age  which  we  will  consider  old  growth,  but  that  age  is  difficult  to  measure 
because  some  of  the  oldest  trees  may  be  too  rotten  or  too  large  to  accurately  age.  For  this  and  other  reasons, 
although  age  is  the  single  most  valuable  guide  for  determining  when  a stand  is  old  growth,  age  is  often  the 
least  reliable  data  in  an  inventory.  Tree  size  generally  increases  as  a tree  ages,  but  stand  density  and  mortality 
affect  tree  size.  The  associated  characteristics  listed  in  Table  1 are  meant  to  be  guidelines  in  evaluating  stands. 
A stand  should  not  be  accepted  or  rejected  as  old  growth  simply  on  the  basis  of  associated  characteristics. 
The  predominance  of  minimum  criteria  and  associated  characteristics,  rather  than  a single  number,  generally 
win  be  an  excellent  guide.  Be  aware  that  the  associated  characteristics  of  "DBH  variation"  and  "tree  canopy 
layers"  were  only  provided  as  a descriptor  of  what  was  most  common  in  existing  inventory  data,  and  should 
not  be  used  to  decide  whether  a stand  is  really  old  growth.  Use  these  numbers  and  descriptions  as  guides  in 
applying  the  basic  principle  that  old  growth  is  a "late  stage  of  stand  development"  ..."  dominated  by  old 
trees  and  related  structural  attributes." 

Where  stand  examination  data  is  available,  this  data  may  be  compared  to  the  old  growth  minimum  criteria  in 
Table  1,  by  habitat  type  group  and  forest  cover  type.  Run  Code  22  on  the  Forest  Ser\4ce  Region  1 "RIEDIT 
Menu"  (available  in  all  Forest  Service  Region  1 Data  General  computers  in  the  RIFDIT  Program  Package)  is 
designed  to  extract  potential  old  growth  stands  frt>m  the  RIF.DIT  stand  exam  data  base.  Run  (>ode  22  is  an 
interactive  program  that  allows  a user  to  specify  a group  of  habitat  types  and  forest  cover  types,  and  specify 
the  minimum  criteria  oi  number  of  trees,  minimum  age,  and  minimum  diameter.  T he  program  will  then 


C-9 


Proposed  (,oeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  I ina!  I mvironmental  Impact  Statement 


Appendix  C.  Old  Growth  Definitions 


return  a list  of  stands  from  the  RIEDIT  data  base  that  meets  the  specified  characteristics,  and  will  give  some 
summar\'  data  for  each  stand.  A separate  Run  Code  22  extract  will  be  needed  for  everv'  combination  of 
habitat  ppes  and  forest  cover  types  that  has  unique  characteristics. 

The  minimum  criteria  are  used  to  determine  if  a stand  is  potentially  old  growth.  Where  these  values  are 
clearly  exceeded,  a stand  will  usually  be  old  growth.  The  associated  structural  characteristics  may  be  useful  in 
decision  making  in  marginal  cases,  or  in  comparing  relative  resource  values  when  making  old  growth 
evaluations. 

In  a few  cases  of  multi-species  stands,  the  forest  cover  ppe  automatically  assigned  by  the  stand  exam  system 
(and  stored  in  the  TSMRS  database),  and  the  forest  ty^pe  calculated  by  Run  Code  22  may  both  be  misleading 
when  ttying  to  make  an  old  growth  determination.  Sometimes,  a dense  understory  of  smaller  and/ or  younger 
trees  of  one  species  may  make  up  the  plurality  of  basal  area,  while  the  big  old  trees  may  be  composed  of 
different  species  / species  combination.  For  example,  in  a multi-species  stand,  cedar  could  be  25%  of  the 
stand  basal  area,  and  still  be  assigned  the  forest  type,  because  it  has  more  basal  area  than  any  other  single 
species,  but  another  species  (or  species  combination)  may  make  up  most  of  the  big  old  trees.  In  Northern 
Idaho,  old  cedar  trees  usually  have  a larger  diameter  than  other  species  of  the  same  age.  For  this  reason,  the 
minimum  diameter  for  cedar  old  growth  was  set  larger  than  for  other  species  on  the  same  habitat  ppe.  But, 
if  a minimum  DBH  for  cedar  was  applied  to  old  trees  of  a different  species,  it  might  lead  to  inappropriate 
conclusions  about  whether  or  not  the  stand  was  old  growth. 

For  this  reason,  when  screening  potential  old  growth  stands,  forest  pq^e  needs  to  be  calculated  in  a way  that’s 
relevant  to  old  growth  determination.  Use  the  following  methodology:  I 

I 

• For  aU  forest  ty^pes,  assign  old  growth  forest  type  based  on  the  plurality  of  basal  area  in  trees  ^ 9”  : 

only  (this  was  plot  data  analyzed  by  the  Northern  Region  Old  Growth  committees). 

• In  northern  Idaho,  if  the  Forest  Type  is  cedar,  use  the  25”  minimum  DBH  for  the  old  cedar;  but 

(consistent  with  rest  of  Table  1)  use  a 21”  minimum  DBH  for  DF,  GF,  L,  WH,  WP,  PP;  and  a 17” 
minimum  DBH  for  SAF  & MAF  old  trees.  j 

Other  forest  types  may  also  very  occasionally  have  situations  like  cedar,  with  the  big  old  trees  being  a I 

different  species  than  the  forest  type.  Because  this  is  relatively  uncommon  with  other  forest  t}q?es,  it’s  best  ' 

dealt  with  through  individual  stand  assessment  when  doing  project  level  analysis.  When  doing  fine-scale  | 

project  level  assessments,  detailed  analysis  of  stand  characteristics,  and  consideration  of  the  site  and  landscape 
considerations  discussed  below  all  contribute  to  the  best  selection  of  potential  old  growth.  I 

In  addition  to  using  old  growth  minimum  criteria  with  the  stand  exam  data  base  RIFDIT  Menu,  Run  Code 
22  for  extracting  potential  old  growth  stands,  additional  Run  Code  22  extracts  with  stepped  down  standards  j 
are  recommended.  These  step  down  runs  are  useful  to  extract  stands  that  are  either  close  to  being  old 
growth,  or  are  actually  old  growth,  with  an  inclusion  of  younger  or  smaller  trees  that  skews  the  data.  This  ^ 

step  down  procedure  may  also  identify  old  growth  blocks  within  larger  stands.  Step  down  runs  can  be  done  ! 

with  the  minimum  criteria  backed  off  slightly  (use  1"  smaller  minimum  diameter,  or  10  year  lower  age,  or  1-2  ( 

fewer  trees  per  acre;  possibly  do  several  iterations,  each  backing  down  1 more  step).  i 


Because  old  trees  are  often  rotten  and  difficult  to  age,  it  is  recommended  that  1 step  down  version  of  Run 
Code  1 1 be  done  with  a zero  age  criteria  to  extract  stands  where  this  may  be  a factor.  Careful  further 
evaluation  will  be  needed  for  any  stands  extracted  with  a zero  age  criteria,  since  many  of  these  stands  will  not 
be  old  growth. 

Where  no  in-place  stand  exam  data  exists,  but  a site  was  visited  by  a professional  interdisciplinar\'  team  in 
previous  environmental  analysis,  the  notes  and  determinations  of  that  interdisciplinar\-  team  mav  be  used  in 
deciding  whether  to  consider  the  stand  old  growth.  Be  aware  that  some  interdisciplinan-  teams  mav  have 
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allocated  young  stands  of  old  growth  to  meet  predetermined  acreage  targets,  and  some  of  their  stands  may 
not  meet  the  u^pe  descriptions. 

These  old  growth  minimum  criteria,  associated  characteristics,  and  descriptions  were  developed  to  apply  to 
individual  stands.  When  applying  these  standards,  3 things  need  to  be  remembered.  First,  these  numbers 
represent  averages  and  ranges  that  either  existed  in  the  inventories,  or  were  assigned  by  professional 
judgment.  While  they  are  good  guides,  they  are  not  absolute.  Because  of  the  innumerable  combinations  of 
site  characteristics  and  historical  factors  that  can  occur,  no  set  of  numbers  will  correctly  define  every  possible 
situation.  The  basic  concept  is  that  old  growth  should  represent  "the  late  stages  of  stand  development  . . . 
distinguished  by  old  trees  and  related  structural  attributes." 

The  second  point  is  that  old  growth  is  valuable  for  a whole  host  of  resource  reasons  such  as  habitat  for 
certain  animal  and  plants,  for  aesthetics,  for  spiritual  reasons,  for  environmental  protection,  for  research 
purposes,  for  production  of  unique  resources  such  as  very  large  trees.  Unusual  natural  communities,  etc.,  the 
resource  values  associated  with  potential  old  growth  stands  need  to  be  considered  in  making  allocations. 

The  third  point  to  bear  in  mind  when  evaluating  old  growth  is  that  a stand's  landscape  position  may  be  as 
important,  or  more  important  than  any  stand  old  growth  attribute.  The  landscape  is  dynamic.  We  need  to  do 
more  than  draw  lines  to  manage  this  dynamic  system.  Consider  the  size  of  old  growth  blocks  (large  blocks 
have  special  importance),  their  juxtaposition  and  connectivity  with  other  old  growth  stands,  their  topographic 
position,  their  shapes,  their  edge,  and  their  stand  structure  compared  to  neighboring  stands.  Stands  are 
elements  in  dynamic  landscape.  We  need  to  have  representatives  of  the  full  range  of  natural  variation,  and 
manage  the  landscape  mosaic  as  a whole  in  order  to  maintain  a healthy  and  diverse  systems. 

At  the  same  time,  there  may  be  some  stands  with  trees  so  large  or  so  old  that  they  are  unique.  We  should 
always  maintain  a good  representation  of  these  very  old  unique  and  outstanding  stands,  because  they  are 
irreplaceable  within  human  life  spans.  Remember  to  value  the  truly  unique  and  outstanding,  wherever  it  may 
be. 
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OLD  GROWTH  FOREST  TYPE  DESCRIPTIONS 

NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  1 

Ponderosa  pine,  Douglas-fir,  Western  Larch  Forest  Types  on  warm,  dry  environments 
Habitat  Type  Groups 

Ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  habitat  types 
North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  A and  B 

This  type  is  moderately  well  represented  across  all  of  the  3 National  Forests,  but  is  most  abundant  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  North  Idaho  Zone.  This  zone  includes  the  Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  the  Nez 
Perce  National  Forests. 

Forest  Types 

Douglas-fir  and  ponderosa  pine  are  major  forest  types.  Western  larch  is  a minor  forest  type. 

Minimum  Characteristics 

8 trees  per  acre  21  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  area  40  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  815  Plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  warm,  dry  environments  on  predominantly  steep  southerly  aspects  at 
elevations  from  1000  to  6000  feet.  It  is  on  north  aspects  at  lowest  elevations.  Ponderosa  pine  is  the 
climax  dominant  on  the  driest  sites  and  Douglas-fir  on  moister  sites  in  these  groups.  Bunchgrass 
dominated  understories  are  the  least  productive,  typically  with  relatively  low  stocking.  Habitat  types 
where  shrubs  dominate  the  understory  can  support  greater  tree  stocking.  Prior  to  1900,  cool  underburns 
at  intervals  of  5 to  25  years  promoted  open  stands,  while  hotter  stand  replacing  fires  occurred  at  intervals 
of  1 50  to  more  than  300  years. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  during  serai  stages,  or  in 
climax  ponderosa  pine.  Large  ponderosa  pine  dominate  ponderosa  pine  habitat  types  under  serai  and 
climax  conditions,  and  pine  is  a serai  dominant  on  Douglas-fir  habitat  types.  Douglas-fir  may  be  a serai 
or  climax  dominant  on  Douglas-fir  habitat  types.  Larch  is  a serai  dominant  on  the  more  moist  Douglas-fir 
habitat  types.  This  old  growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  moderate  periods  in  serai 
stands  and  for  long  periods  where  ponderosa  pine  or  Douglas-fir  are  climax  on  the  site. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  225  years,  with  a range  from  208  to  256.  Individual 
trees  may  reach  an  estimated  age  of  475  years.  There  is  an  average  of  24  trees  per  acre  21  inches  DBH 
or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  18  to  20  on  habitat  types  with  dry 
bunchgrass  understories  and  19  to  27  on  habitat  types  with  shrub  understories.  The  average  basal  area 
is  122  ft^  per  acre  on  sites  with  bunchgrass  understories.  The  range  is  89  to  124  ft^.  On  moister  sites 
with  shrub  understories,  the  average  basal  area  is  164  ft^  per  acre  and  ranges  from  147  to  193  ft^. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  5 with  a range  of  0 to  13.  The 
average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  9 with  a range  of  0 to  30  in 
means  across  forests  and  forest  types.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay  is  6,  with  a range  of 
0 to  8.  The  probability  of  rotten,  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is  low  to  moderate. 
Average  litter  and  duff  depth  is  1 inch  or  less. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  2 

Lodgepole  pine  forest  type,  on  cool  and  cold  environments 
Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  western  red  cedar,  mountain  hemlock,  and  subalpine  fir  habitat  types.  Subalpine  fir 
and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types  with  clintonia  or  menziensia  in  the  understory  are  best  represented. 
North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  B,  C,  D,  E,  G,  H,  I,  J,  K 

This  type  is  well  represented  across  all  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  this  zone.  These  Forests  include  the 
Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  the  Nez  Perce. 

Forest  Types 

Lodgepole  pine 

Minimum  Characteristics 

10  trees  per  acre  13  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  120  years  old  or  more 
Basal  area  60  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  875  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  cool  and  cold  environments  on  all  aspects  at  elevations  from  2000  to  7000 
feet  or  more.  It  is  in  areas  of  cold  air  impoundment  at  lowest  elevations.  Douglas-fir  is  the  climax 
dominant  on  the  driest  sites,  grand  fir  on  cool,  moist  sites,  and  subalpine  fir  on  cold  moist  sites  in  these 
groups.  Western  hemlock  and  western  red  cedar  are  climax  on  cool  sites  that  are  more  moist  than  those 
that  support  grand  fir.  Bluejoint,  grouse  whortleberry  and  pinegrass  dominated  understories  are  the  least 
productive,  typically  with  relatively  low  stocking.  Habitat  types  where  clintonia,  wild  ginger,  or  menziesia 
dominate  the  understory  are  more  productive  and  can  support  greater  tree  stocking.  Prior  to  1900, 
repeated  fires  at  less  than  100  to  150  years  favored  the  occurrence  of  large  stands  of  nearly  pure 
lodgepole  pine.  These  pure  stands  are  frequently  overstocked  and  potential  centers  for  disease  and 
insect  epidemics. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  in  stands  of  pure 
lodgepole  pine.  Multiple  canopy  layers  are  more  common  in  stands  of  lodgepole  pine  and  large  trees  of 
other  serai  species,  such  as  Douglas-fir.  Large  lodgepole  pine  dominate  these  several  habitat  types 
where  cold  and  frequent  fire  favor  its  occurrence  as  a serai  species.  This  old  growth  type  can  maintain 
old  growth  characteristics  for  short  periods  until  it  is  replaced  by  late  serai  or  climax  species. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  173  years,  with  a range  from  151  to  194.  Individual 
trees  of  more  long  lived  species  may  reach  an  estimated  age  of  347  years.  There  are  an  average  of  81 
trees  per  acre  13  inches  DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  15  to 
64  on  Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  and  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  with  beargrass  or  grouse  whortleberry 
understories  to  192  on  moist  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  with  clintonia  or  menziesia  understories.  The 
average  basal  area  is  171  ft^  per  acre.  The  range  is  148  to  215  ft^.  Low  basal  areas  are  associated  with 
the  drier  and  colder  environments  in  this  old  growth  type. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  24  with  a range  of  1 to  37.  The 
average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  9 with  a range  of  0 to  19  in 
means  across  forests  and  forest  types.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay  is  7,  with  a range  of 
2 to  13.  The  probability  of  rotten  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is  moderate.  Average 
litter  and  duff  depth  is  1 to  2 inches. 
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Undescribed  Types 

Lodgepole  pine  forest  type  on  very  cold  or  droughty  environments  have  been  described  in  a few  plots. 
Habitat  Type  Group  K is  the  most  harsh  of  the  subalpine  fir  series.  The  minimum  basal  area  requirement 
should  be  strongly  considered  here  in  determining  whether  there  is  really  a lodgepole  old  growth  stand. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  3 

Pacific  yew  forest  type  on  cool,  moderately  moist  environments 
Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Grand  fir  habitat  type  phases  with  Pacific  yew  in  the  understory  and  grand  fir/arrowleaf  groundsel 
North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  C,  C1 , and  G1 . 

This  type  is  generally  limited  in  occurrence  to  the  Nez  Perce  National  Forest  in  the  North  Idaho  Zone. 
These  Forests  also  include  the  Clearwater  and  Idaho  Panhandle,  and  infrequently  it  may  appear  here, 
usually  on  a G1  habitat  type. 

Forest  Types 

Pacific  yew 

Minimum  Characteristics 

3 trees  per  acre  greater  than  21  inches  DBH 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  area  80  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  26  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  cool,  moderately  moist  bottomlands  and  toe  slopes  as  low  as  2000  feet 
elevation,  and  is  on  moderate  to  steep  uplands  in  warm  protected  exposures  and  ridge-top  benches  from 
4000  to  5800  feet  elevation.  It  seldom  occurs  in  extensive  stands.  Grand  fir  is  considered  to  be  the 
climax  tree  species,  but  in  this  old  growth  type.  Pacific  yew  is  dominant.  It  is  more  shade  tolerant  and,  in 
the  absence  of  fire  for  many  years,  could  dominate  larger  areas.  Protection  from  frequent  fire  by 
topographic  or  climatic  factors  is  required  for  the  occurrence  of  this  type. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  occurs  in  climax  stands,  when  Pacific  yew 
forms  the  only  tree  layer.  Multistoried  canopies  occur  when  Pacific  yew  occurs  with  taller  grand  fir,  or, 
less  frequently,  late  serai  Engelmann  spruce.  This  old  growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth 
characteristics  for  long  periods  in  the  absence  of  fire. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  of  species  other  than  yew  in  this  type  is  205  years,  with  a range  from 
195  to  209.  Individual  trees  may  reach  an  estimated  age  of  326  years.  There  are  an  average  of  13  trees 
per  acre  21  inches  DBH  or  more.  These  are  usually  grand  fir.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and 
forest  types  is  12  to  14.  The  average  basal  area  is  205  ft^  per  acre. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  5 per  acre.  The  average  percent  of 
trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  8 with  a range  of  7 to  10.  The  average  percent  of 
trees  showing  decay  is  26,  with  a range  of  9 to  34.  The  probability  of  rotten,  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or 
more  in  diameter  is  high.  Average  litter  and  duff  depth  is  2 to  4 inches. 

Undescribed  Types 

Pacific  yew  forest  type  on  western  red  cedar  habitat  types  with  Pacific  yew  understories  (Habitat  Type 
group  G1),  may  occur,  but  very  infrequently.  No  data  are  available  for  these  sites.  They  are  currently 
expected  to  meet  the  minimum  characteristics  described  above. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Codes  4A  and  4B 

Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  western  larch,  Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  western  hemlock,  western 
white  pine,  and  ponderosa  pine  forest  types  on  cool,  moist  environments. 

Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

All  grand  fir,  western  hemlock  habitat  types,  western  red  cedar  habitat  types  and  the  warmer  and  moister 
subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types.  Western  red  cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  types 
with  oak  fern  understories  and  grand  fir  with  beargrass  or  twinflower  understories  are  best  represented. 

Old  Growth  Type  4A  is  composed  of  ponderosa  pine,  Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  western  larch,  subalpine  fir/ 
Engelmann  spruce,  and  western  white  pine  forest  types  on  North  Idaho  Zone  Habitat  Type  Groups  C,  C1, 
D,  E (grand  fir  series). 

Old  Growth  Type  4B  is  composed  of  ponderosa  pine,  Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  western  white  pine,  and 
western  hemlock  forest  types  on  North  Idaho  Habitat  Type  Groups  F,  G,  G1,  H,  I (cedar,  hemlock,  and 
moist  subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  type  series). 

These  types  are  well  represented  across  all  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  this  zone,  but  grand  fir  habitat 
types  are  more  abundant  on  the  Nez  Perce,  and  cedar  and  hemlock  habitat  types  are  more  abundant  on 
the  Clearwater  and  Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forest. 

Forest  Types 

Douglas-fir  and  grand  fir  are  major  forest  types.  Western  larch,  ponderosa  pine,  Engelmann 
spruce/subalpine  fir,  western  hemlock  and  western  white  pine  are  less  well  represented. 

Minimum  Characteristics 

10  trees  per  acre  21  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 

Basal  area:  80  ft^  per  acre  or  more  for  all  OG  Type  4A,  and  for  Habitat  Type  Groups  H and  I on  OG 

Type  4B; 

120  ft^  per  acre  or  more  for  Habitat  Types  F,  G,  and  G1  on  OG  Type  4B 
Sample  size:  OG  Type  4A:  2,938  plots; 

OGType4B:  8,069  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  moist  and  cool  environments  on  all  aspects  and  elevations  from  1400  feet 
along  stream  bottoms  to  7300  feet  on  sheltered  aspects.  Grand  fir  is  the  climax  dominant  on  the  driest 
sites,  and  subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  on  the  coldest.  Western  hemlock  and  western  red  cedar 
are  climax  on  cool  sites  that  are  more  moist  than  grand  fir  climaxes,  and  warmer  than  subalpine  fir 
climaxes.  Cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  types  are  the  most  productive  and  can  support  greater  tree 
stocking.  Prior  to  1900,  infrequent  stand  replacing  wildfires  favored  development  of  long  lived  serai  and 
climax  stands  on  cedar  and  western  hemlock  sites.  Moist  mountain  hemlock  and  subalpine  fir  habitat 
types  also  have  fire  intervals  of  200  years  or  more,  and  a harsher  environment  favorable  to  fewer  serai 
species.  More  frequent  fires  in  grand  fir  habitat  types  favor  a greater  number  of  serai  species. 

Vegetation  Characteristics  ^ 

The  following  descriptions  are  for  all  of  Old  Growth  Types  4A  and  4B  combined.  The  range  of  data 
values  of  various  associated  characteristics  for  Type  4A  or  4B  separately  are  shown  in  Table  1.  Even  in 
their  associated  characteristics  these  two  subtypes  are  extremely  similar,  and  they  are  have  identical 
minimum  characteristics  (except  for  basal  area).  They  are  separated  primarily  because  the  forest  types 
and  minimum  basal  areas  differ  slightly  by  habitat  type  group. 

These  types  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  in  stands  of  pure 
Douglas-fir,  larch  or  ponderosa  pine.  Multiple  canopy  layers  are  more  common  in  late  serai  stands  as 
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climax  tree  species  grow  up  beneath  a serai  overstory,  or  in  climax  stands  with  shade  tolerant  species  in 
both  overstory  and  understory.  On  cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  types,  Douglas-fir,  grand  fir,  and 
white  pine  are  common  serai  forest  types.  Old  growth  white  pine  has  become  increasingly  rare  due  to 
timber  harvest  and  mortality  from  blister  rust.  On  grand  fir  habitat  types,  Douglas-fir  is  the  most  common 
serai  forest  type,  but  grand  fir  may  become  established  immediately  after  disturbance  on  all  but  the  driest 
sites.  Ponderosa  pine  is  a serai  species  on  cedar  and  grand  fir  habitat  types.  Douglas-fir  and  western 
larch  can  occur  as  serai  species  on  almost  all  of  the  habitat  type  groups  in  this  old  growth  type.  This  old 
growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  moderate  periods  in  forest  types  of  serai  species, 
and  for  long  periods  of  forest  types  of  climax  species  in  the  absence  of  fire. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  210  years,  with  a range  from  160  to  264.  Individual 
trees  of  long  lived  species  like  ponderosa  pine,  western  larch,  or  western  red  cedar  may  reach  an  age  of 
400  to  700  years.  Larch,  ponderosa  pine  or  western  hemlock  forest  types  have  an  average  age  of  more 
than  200  years.  There  are  an  average  of  27  trees  per  acre  21  inches  DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means 
across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  12  to  53.  Ponderosa  pine  and  larch  forest  types  usually  support 
the  fewest  large  trees  per  acre,  averaging  12  to  33.  The  average  basal  area  is  210  ft^  per  acre.  The 
range  is  160  to  270  ft^.  Basal  areas  in  the  low  part  of  the  range  are  most  often  associated  with  larch  and 
ponderosa  pine  forest  types,  and  subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  type  groups  (Habitat  Type 
Groups  H and  I). 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  14  with  a range  of  0 to  35. 
Variability  is  highest  in  the  grand  fir  forest  type.  White  pine  forest  type  average  24  snags  per  acre 
because  of  blister  rust  mortality.  Ponderosa  pine  forest  types  average  only  7.  The  average  percent  of 
trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  7 with  a range  of  0 to  28  in  means  across  forests 
and  forest  types.  Ponderosa  pine  and  larch  forest  types  are  the  most  variable.  The  white  pine  forest  type 
averages  only  4 percent  dead  and  broken  tops.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay  is  12,  with  a 
range  of  1 to  41.  Grand  fir,  subalpine  fir  and  western  hemlock  forest  types  show  the  greatest  decay,  and 
white  pine  the  least.  Cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  type  groups  (F,  G,  and  G1)  show  the  most 
decay  across  all  forest  types.  The  probability  of  rotten  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is 
moderate  in  early  serai  stands  and  high  in  late  serai  or  climax  stands.  Average  litter  and  duff  depth  is  1 to 
2 inches. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  5 

Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir  forest  types  on  cold,  moist 
environments 

Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Moist  subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types,  and  the  colder  western  hemlock  and  western  red 
cedar  habitat  types.  Subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types  with  clintonia  or  menziesia  in  the 
understory  are  best  represented. 

North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  F,  G,  H,  I 

This  type  is  well  represented  across  all  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  this  zone,  but  is  most  extensive  on 
cold  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  (Group  I)  on  the  Idaho  Panhandle  and  Clearwater  National  Forests.  This 
zone  includes  the  Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  Nez  Perce  National  Forests. 

Forest  Types 

Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir 

Minimum  Characteristics 

10  trees  per  acre  17  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  area  80  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  4275  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  moist  and  cold  environments  from  4000  feet  in  frost  pocket  situations  to 
7300  feet  on  sheltered  northerly  aspects.  Subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  are  the  climax  dominants 
on  the  coldest  sites.  Mountain  hemlock  is  limited  to  moist  cold  sites  from  the  Middle  Fork  of  the 
Clearwater  River  and  northward.  Western  hemlock  and  western  red  cedar  are  climax  dominants  on 
warmer,  lower  elevation  sites  in  the  northern  part  of  the  zone.  Cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  types 
are  the  most  productive  and  can  support  greater  tree  stocking.  Prior  to  1900,  infrequent  stand  replacing 
wildfires  in  moist  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  at  intervals  of  100  years  or  more  favored  growth  of  the  shade 
tolerant  climax  species.  Frost  tolerant  subalpine  fir,  western  hemlock  and  Engelmann  spruce  are  also 
important  serai  species  when  disturbance  creates  openings  in  low  lying  areas  that  impound  cold  air. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  is  most  often  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  can  occur  in  stands  of  pure  Engelmann  spruce 
in  early  serai  stages.  Multiple  canopy  layers  are  common  in  late  serai  stands  as  climax  tree  species  grow 
up  beneath  a serai  overstory,  or  in  climax  stands  with  shade  tolerant  subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock  in 
both  overstory  and  understory.  Engelmann  spruce  is  less  shade  tolerant,  but  is  a common  serai 
associate.  This  old  growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  long  periods  in  the  absence  of 
fire. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  202  years,  with  a range  from  188  to  220.  Subalpine  fir 
and  spruce  on  wet  cedar  habitat  types  (Group  F)  develop  rot  early  and  seldom  reach  ages  of  more  than 
190  years.  Individual  trees  of  other  more  long  lived  species  may  reach  an  age  of  400  to  500  years. 
There  are  an  average  of  39  trees  per  acre  17  inches  DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests 
and  forest  types  is  from  34  to  51.  The  wettest  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  (Group  H)  support  the  most 
large  trees  per  acre,  averaging  42  to  51.  The  average  basal  area  is  184  ft^  per  acre.  The  range  is  165  to 
229  ft^ 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  18  with  a range  of  6 to  36.  Wet 
subalpine  fir  habitat  types  (Group  H)  average  22  snags  per  acre.  The  average  percent  of  trees  9 inches 
or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  8 with  a range  of  5 to  36  in  means  across  forests  and  forest 
types.  Wet  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  average  22  percent.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay 
is  12,  with  a range  of  5 to  28.  Wet  subalpine  fir  or  western  red  cedar  habitat  types  (Groups  H,  F)  show 


r.  18 


Proposed  Coeur  d'/Meue  Kesoutre  Matianewent  Plan  and  Pinal  liniironmental  I mphu  t Statement 


Appendix  C.  Old  Growth  Definitions 


the  greatest  decay,  averaging  24  and  27  percent.  The  probability  of  rotten  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or 
more  in  diameter  is  high.  Average  litter  and  duff  depth  is  about  2 inches. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  6 
Whitebark  pine  forest  type 
on  cold  environments 

Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types 
North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  I,  J,  K 

This  type  is  of  limited  extent  on  all  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  this  zone,  but  has  been  sampled  only  on 
the  Idaho  Panhandle  and  Nez  Perce.  These  Forests  include  the  Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  the 
Nez  Perce. 

Forest  Types 

Whitebark  pine 

Minimum  Characteristics 

5 trees  per  acre  13  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 

Basal  area;  60  n per  acre  or  more  for  Habitat  Type  Groups  I and  J; 

40  ft^  per  acre  or  more  for  Habitat  Type  Group  K 
Sample  size:  43  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  moist  and  dry  cold  upper  elevation  environments  on  all  aspects  at 

elevations  from  5500  to  7600  feet  or  more.  Subalpine  fir  is  the  climax  dominant  on  sites  too  dry  to 

support  mountain  hemlock.  Mountain  hemlock  is  the  climax  dominant  on  cold  moist  sites  from  the  Middle 
Fork  Clearwater  River  drainage  and  northward.  Habitat  types  with  menziesia  and  clintonia  dominated 
understories  (Habitat  Type  group  I)  are  the  most  productive  and  can  support  greater  tree  stocking.  Prior 
to  1900,  repeated  fires  at  intervals  of  less  than  100  to  150  years  favored  the  occurrence  of  whitebark  pine 
stands.  Fire  suppression  has  resulted  in  conversion  of  many  stands  to  subalpine  fir  and  mountain  pine 
beetle  epidemics  have  increased  fuel  loadings  to  whitebark  pine  stands  with  increased  potential  for  higher 
intensity  fires. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  in  stands  of  pure 
whitebark  pine.  Multiple  canopy  layers  are  more  common  in  stands  of  whitebark  pine  and  understory 
trees  of  more  shade  tolerant  species,  like  Engelmann  spruce  or  subalpine  fir.  Large  whitebark  pine 
dominate  these  habitat  types  where  cold  and  frequent  fire  favor  its  occurrence  as  a serai  species.  This 
old  growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  short  periods  until  it  is  replaced  by  late  serai 
Engelmann  spruce  or  climax  subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  276  years,  with  a range  from  183  to  295.  Individual 
trees  may  reach  an  estimated  age  of  500  years.  There  are  an  average  of  54  trees  per  acre  13  inches 
DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  32  to  66.  Lower  values  in  the 
range  are  associated  with  drier  environments  (Habitat  Type  group  J).  The  average  basal  area  is  138  ft^ 
per  acre.  The  range  is  103  to  170  ft^.  Lower  basal  areas  are  associated  with  drier  environments  in  this 
old  growth  type. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  35  with  a range  of  1 1 to  42.  The 
average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  7 with  a range  of  0 to  17  in 
means  across  forests  and  forest  types.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay  is  9,  with  a range  of 

6 to  17.  The  probability  of  rotten  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is  moderate.  Average 
litter  and  duff  depth  is  1 to  2 inches. 
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Types  Currently  Lacking  Data 

The  whitebark  pine  forest  type  on  harsh,  high  elevation  habitat  types  (Habitat  Type  group  K)  is  known  to 
occur,  but  has  not  been  sampled.  This  old  growth  type  is  expected  to  be  similar  to  the  type  described 
above,  but  the  minimum  basal  area  has  been  described  as  40  ft^  per  acre  instead  of  60. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  7 

Western  red  cedar  forest  type  on  moist  environments 
Habitat  Types,  Groups  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Western  red  cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat  types.  Western  red  cedar  and  western  hemlock  habitat 
types  with  oak  fern  in  the  understory  are  best  represented,  but  a variety  of  cedar  and  hemlock  habitat 
types  are  present. 

North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  F,  G,  G1 

This  type  is  well  represented  on  the  Idaho  Panhandle  and  Clearwater  National  Forests  and  occurs  on  the 
Nez  Perce  National  Forest  primarily  in  the  Selway  River  drainage.  Forests  in  the  North  Idaho  zone 
include  the  Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  the  Nez  Perce. 

Forest  Types 

Western  red  cedar 

Minimum  Characteristics 

10  trees  per  acre;  25  inches  DBH  or  more  for  cedar; 

21  inches  DBH  or  more  for  old  DF,  GF,  L,  WH,  WP,  or  PP; 

17”  inches  DBH  or  more  for  old  SAF  or  MAF. 

Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  area  120  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  5865  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  moist  environments  from  1500  to  5500  feet  elevation  on  all  aspects  and 
slope  positions  that  are  protected  from  summer  drought.  Western  hemlock  is  the  climax  dominant  on 
sites  above  about  2500  feet,  in  areas  of  adequate  summer  moisture  from  the  North  Fork  of  the 
Clearwater  River  northward.  Western  red  cedar  is  the  climax  dominant  on  sites  slightly  more  prone  to 
summer  drought  or  winter  cold.  These  sites  are  highly  productive  and  can  grow  larger  trees  and  support 
higher  basal  areas  than  other  habitat  types  in  the  North  Idaho  Zone.  Infrequent  stand  replacing  wildfires 
at  more  than  200  year  intervals  favor  development  of  long  lived  serai  and  climax  stands  on  these  sites. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  in  stands  of  pure  western 
hemlock  or  cedar  that  can  develop  rapidly  after  disturbance  on  favorable  sites.  Multiple  canopy  layers 
are  more  common  in  climax  conditions  where  tree  mortality  has  created  openings  that  have  filled  with 
young  trees.  Large  western  red  cedar  may  be  a serai  dominant  on  western  hemlock  sites.  This  old 
growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  long  periods  in  the  absence  of  fire. 

The  minimum  diameter  for  this  type  is  meant  to  apply  when  both  the  forest  type  and  the  actual  large  old 
trees  are  cedar.  Because  of  the  way  forest  type  is  computed  (usually  plurality  of  basal  area),  the  forest 
type  may  show  as  cedar,  but  in  some  cases  the  large  old  trees  may  be  a different  species.  In  that  case, 
use  the  minimum  criteria  appropriate  on  these  habitat  types  for  the  species  of  the  large  old  trees  being 
considered. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  222  years,  with  a range  from  184  to  261.  Individual 
trees  may  reach  an  estimated  age  of  800  years.  There  are  an  average  of  24  trees  per  acre  25  inches 
DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  23  to  37.  The  average  basal 
area  is  285  ft^  per  acre.  The  range  is  268  to  330  ft^. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  12  with  a range  of  6 to  47.  The 
greatest  variability  is  in  cedar  habitat  types  with  Pacific  yew  in  the  understory  (Habitat  Type  group  G1). 
The  average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  6 with  a range  of  5 to  36 
in  means  across  forests  and  forest  types.  Percent  dead  and  broken  tops  is  also  most  variable  in  cedar 
habitat  types  with  Pacific  yew  in  the  understory,  ranging  from  10  to  36  percent.  The  average  percent  of 
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trees  showing  decay  is  13,  with  a range  of  6 to  55.  Highest  incidence  of  decay  is  in  the  cedar  habitat 
types  with  fern  understories  or  with  Pacific  yew  understories,  ranging  from  27  to  55  percent.  The 
probability  of  rotten  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  ranges  from  low  to  high  depending 
upon  successional  pathways,  watershed-scale  disturbance  history,  and  topographic  position.  Average 
litter  and  duff  depth  is  about  2 to  3 inches. 
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NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  8 

Douglas-fir,  western  larch,  Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir,  and 
white  pine  forest  types  on  cold,  moderately  dry  environments. 

Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types  with  beargrass,  dwarf  huckleberry,  blue  huckleberry, 
beargrass,  grouse  whortleberry,  or  pinegrass  understories. 

North  Idaho  Zone  Groups  J 

This  type  is  moderately  well  represented  across  all  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  the  North  Idaho  Zone. 
These  Forests  include  the  Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle  and  the  Nez  Perce. 

Forest  Types 

Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir,  and  Douglas-fir  are  major  cover  types. 
Western  larch  and  western  white  pine  are  minor  cover  types. 

Minimum  Characteristics 

10  trees  per  acre  17  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  Area  60  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  890  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  cold  and  moderately  dry  environments  from  5100  feet  in  depressions 
where  cold  air  is  impounded  to  7300  feet  on  warm  exposures  with  well  drained,  coarse  textured  soils. 
Mountain  hemlock  is  the  climax  dominant  on  cold,  slightly  moister  sites  from  the  Middle  Fork  Clearwater 
River  drainage  and  northward.  Mountain  hemlock  sites  are  slightly  more  productive.  Subalpine  fir  is  the 
climax  dominant  sites  too  dry  to  support  mountain  hemlock.  Prior  to  1900,  repeated  fires  at  intervals  of 
100  to  200  years  favored  the  occurrence  of  stands  of  nearly  pure  Douglas-fir,  western  larch,  or  white 
pine.  Subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock  may  rapidly  reestablish  on  mountain  hemlock  sites  if  seed  is 
available. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  may  be  single  or  multistoried.  A single  canopy  layer  is  most  common  in  serai  stands  of 
Douglas-fir,  larch  or  white  pine.  Multiple  canopy  layers  are  more  common  in  late  serai  stands  as  climax 
tree  species  grow  up  beneath  a serai  overstory,  or  in  climax  stands  with  shade  tolerant  species  in  both 
overstory  and  understory.  Douglas-fir,  larch,  and  Engelmann  spruce  are  serai  on  subalpine  fir  habitat 
types.  Subalpine  fir  is  the  most  common  serai  species  on  mountain  hemlock  sites,  but  Engelmann 
spruce,  Douglas-fir,  larch,  and  white  pine  may  also  occur.  Douglas-fir,  larch,  and  white  pine  forest  types 
can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  moderate  periods  until  they  are  replaced  by  late  serai 
Engelmann  spruce  or  climax  subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock.  Subalpine  fir  and  Engelmann  spruce 
forest  types  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  long  periods  in  the  absence  of  fire. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  201  years,  with  a range  from  164  to  275.  Individual 
trees  of  more  long  lived  species  may  reach  an  age  of  400  to  500  years.  Larch  forest  type  has  an  average 
age  of  226  to  237  years.  There  are  an  average  of  34  trees  per  acre  17  inches  DBH  or  more.  The  range 
of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  13  to  54.  The  white  pine  forest  type  is  most  variable 
because  of  stand  opening's  created  by  blister  rust  mortality.  The  average  basal  area  is  186  ft^  per  acre. 
The  range  is  128  to  216  fr.  The  white  pine  forest  type  is  highly  variable. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  23  with  a range  of  3 to  40.  The 
larch  forest  type  usually  has  the  fewest  snags  (3  to  10  per  acre)  and  the  white  pine  forest  type  the  most 
(34  to  40).  The  average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  8 with  a 
range  of  1 to  14  in  means  across  forests  and  forest  types.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay 
is  12,  with  a range  of  1 to  15.  The  Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir 
forest  types  have  the  highest  incidence  of  decay,  but  all  are  highly  variable.  The  probability  of  rotten, 
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down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is  moderate  in  Douglas-fir,  larch  and  white  pine  forest  types 
and  high  in  Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir  forest  types. 


Proposed  (.oeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Rian  and  linal  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 


C-25 


Appendix  C.  Old  Growdi  Definitions 


NORTH  IDAHO  ZONE: 

Old  Growth  Type  Code  9 

Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir  forest  types 
on  very  cold,  harsh  environments. 

Habitat  Types,  Groups,  and  Geographic  Distribution 

Subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types  with  woodrush  understories,  alpine  larch/subalpine  fir 
and  whitebark  pine/subalpine  fir  habitat  types 
North  Idaho  Zone  Group  K 

This  type  is  limited  to  the  highest  elevation  areas  of  the  3 National  Forests  in  the  North  Idaho  Zone,  but 
has  been  sampled  only  on  the  Clearwater  and  Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forests.  This  zone  includes  the 
Clearwater,  Idaho  Panhandle,  and  Nez  Perce  National  Forests. 

Forest  Types 

Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir,  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir 

Minimum  Characteristics 

5 trees  per  acre  13  inches  DBH  or  more 
Large  trees  150  years  old  or  more 
Basal  Area  40  ft^  per  acre  or  more 
Sample  size:  26  plots 

Site  Description 

This  old  growth  type  occupies  very  cold  and  severe  climates  at  elevations  of  6000  feet  in  the  north  part  of 
the  zone  to  8000  feet  in  the  south.  Snowpacks  remain  long  into  summer  and  trees  grow  deformed  by 
snow  and  wind.  Subalpine  fir  is  the  climax  dominant  on  sites  too  dry  to  support  mountain  hemlock  and  at 
lower  elevations  than  alpine  larch  and  whitebark  pine.  Mountain  hemlock  is  limited  to  moist  cold  sites 
from  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Clearwater  River  and  northward.  Alpine  larch/subalpine  fir  are  incidental 
habitat  types  on  the  highest  peaks  of  the  Bitterroot  Mountains.  Whitebark  pine/subalpine  fir  habitat  types 
are  a mosaic  of  timberline  sites  with  more  wind  and  higher  snowpacks  than  subalpine  fir  habitat  types. 
Fire  suppression  since  1900  has  resulted  in  the  conversion  of  many  stands  once  dominated  by  serai 
whitebark  pine  to  Engelmann  spruce/subalpine  fir  and  mountain  hemlock/subalpine  fir. 

Vegetation  Characteristics 

This  type  is  most  often  multistoried  and  trees  tend  to  grow  in  clusters.  A single  canopy  layer  can  occur  in 
stands  of  pure  Engelmann  spruce,  mountain  hemlock  or  subalpine  fir  in  early  serai  stages.  Multiple 
canopy  layers  are  common  in  late  serai  stands  as  climax  tree  species  grow  up  beneath  a serai  overstory, 
or  in  climax  stands  with  shade  tolerant  subalpine  fir  or  mountain  hemlock  in  both  overstory  and 
understory.  Subalpine  fir  is  a climax  dominant  on  subalpine  fir  habitat  types  and  serai  on  mountain 
hemlock.  It  usually  grows  in  close  association  with  whitebark  pine  and  alpine  larch  on  those  habitat 
types.  Mountain  hemlock  is  climax  on  mountain  hemlock  habitat  types  and  may  rapidly  reestablish  on 
these  sites  after  disturbance.  Engelmann  spruce  is  less  shade  tolerant,  but  is  a common  serai  associate. 
This  old  growth  type  can  maintain  old  growth  characteristics  for  long  periods  in  the  absence  of  fire. 

The  average  age  of  the  largest  trees  in  this  type  is  193  years,  with  a range  from  190  to  195.  In  the  limited 
sample,  individual  trees  seldom  reached  an  age  of  300  years.  There  are  an  average  of  79  trees  per  acre 
13  inches  DBH  or  more.  The  range  of  means  across  forests  and  forest  types  is  from  77  to  81.  The 
average  basal  area  is  209  ft^  per  acre.  The  range  is  176  to  223  ft^.  The  number  of  large  trees  per  acre 
and  the  basal  area  from  the  limited  sample  are  higher  than  expected,  and  may  not  reflect  the  many 
openings  in  stands  of  this  old  growth  type. 

The  average  number  of  dead  standing  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  is  11  with  a range  of  11  to  13.  The 
average  percent  of  trees  9 inches  or  more  DBH  with  dead  or  broken  tops  is  22  with  a range  of  21  to  23  in 
means  across  forests.  This  high  amount  of  dead  and  broken  tops  is  associated  with  snow  and  wind 
damage.  The  average  percent  of  trees  showing  decay  is  28,  with  a range  of  13  to  35.  The  probability  of 
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rotten,  down  log  pieces  9 inches  or  more  in  diameter  is  moderate.  Average  litter  and  duff  depth  is  1 to  2 
inches. 
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Tab  A:  Habitat  Type  Groups  for  Northern  Idaho 


Habitat  Type  Group  Group  Code 

A 


Alpha  Code 
PIPO/AGSP 
PIPO/FEID 
PIPO/SYAL 
PSME/AGSP 
PSME/FEID 


B PIPO/PHMA 

PSME/PHMA 
PSME/PHMA-SMST 
PSME/PHMA-PHMA 
PSME/SYAL 
PSME/VAGL 
PSME/VACA 
PSME/CARU 
PSME/CARU-ARUV 
PSME/CARU-CARU 
PSME/CAGE 
PSME/SPBE 

C ABGR/SETR 

ABGR/ASCA 
ABGR7ASCA-MEFE 
ABGR/ASCA-ASCA 
ABGR/CLUN 
ABGR/CLUN-MEFE 
ABGR/CLUN-PHMA 
ABGR/CLUN-CLUN 


Cl  ABGR/ASCA-TABR 

ABGR/CLUN-TABR 


D ABGR/LIBO 

ABGR/LIBO-XETE 

ABGR/LIBO-LIBO 

ABGR/VAGL 

ABGR/XETE 

ABGR/XETE-COOC 

ABGR/XETE-VAGL 

ABGR/CLUN-XETE 

E ABGR/PHMA 

ABGR/PHMA-COOC 


Numeric  Code 
130 
140 
170 
210 
220 

190 

260 

263 

261 

310 

280 

250 

320 

322 

323 
330 
340 

529 

516 

518 

517 

520 

525 
524 

521 

519 

526 

590 
592 

591 
515 

510 

511 

512 
523 

506 

507 
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Habitat  Type  Group 


Group  Code 


Alpha  Code 


Numeric  Code 


G1 


H 


ABGR/PHMA-PHMA 

508^ 

ABGR/SPBE 

505 

THPL/OPHO 

550 

THPL/ATFI 

540 

THPL/ATFI-ADPE 

541 

THPL/ATFI-ATFI 

542 

THPL/ADPE 

560 

THPL/GYDR 

555 

THPL/ASCA 

545 

THPL/ASCA-MEFE 

547 

THPL/ASCA-ASCA 

546 

THPL/CLUN 

530 

THPL/CLUN-MEFE 

533 

THPL/CLUN-CLUN 

531 

THPL/CLUN-XETE 

534 

TSHE/GYDR 

565 

TSHE/ASCA 

575 

TSHE/ASCA-ARNU 

576 

TSHE/ASCA-MEFE 

577 

TSHE/ASCA-ASCA 

578 

TSHE/CLUN 

570 

TSHE/CLUN-ARNU 

572 

TSHE/CLUN-MEFE 

574 

TSHE/CLUN-CLUN 

571 

TSHE/CLUN-XETE 

573 

THPL/CLUN-TABR 

535 

THPL/ASCA-TABR 

548 

ABLA/STAM 

635 

ABLA/STAM-MEFE 

636 

ABLA/STAM-LICA 

637 

ABLA/CACA 

650 

ABLA/CACA-LEGL 

655 

ABLA/CACA-VACA 

654 

ABLA/CACA-LICA 

652 

ABLA/CACA-CACA 

651 

TSME/STAM 

675 

TSME/STAM-LUHl 

676 

TSME/STAM-MEFE 

677 

ABLA/CLUN 

620 

Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Kesource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 


C-31 


Appendix  C.  Old  Growdi  Definitions 


Habitat  Type  Group 


Group  Code  Alpha  Code  Numeric  Code 


ABLA/CLUN-CLUN 

621 

ABLA/CLUN-XETE 

624 

ABLA/CLUN-MEFE 

625 

ABLA/MEFE 

670 

ABLA/MEFE-LUHI 

672 

ABLA/MEFE-VASC 

674 

ABLA/MEFE-COOC 

671 

ABLA/MEFE-XETE 

673 

TSME/CLUN 

685 

TSME/CLUN-MEFE 

686 

TSME/CLUN-XETE 

687 

TSME/MEFE 

680 

TSME/MEFE-LUHI 

681 

TSME/MEFE-XETE 

682 

TSHE/MEFE 

579 

ABLA/XETE 

690 

ABLA/XETE-LUHI 

694 

ABLA/XETE-VASC 

692 

ABLA/XETE-COOC 

693 

ABLA/XETE-VAGL 

691 

ABLAA/AGL 

720 

ABLA/CARU 

750 

ABLA/VASC 

730 

ABLA/VACA 

640 

TSME/XETE 

710 

TSME/XETE-LUHI 

711 

TSME/XETE-VASC 

713 

TSME/XETE-XETE 

712 

ABLA-LUHI 

830 

TSME/LUHI 

840 

PICOA^ACA 

920 

PICO/XETE 

925 

PICOA^ASC 

940 

LALY-ABLA 

860 

PIAL-ABLA 

850 
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Appendix  D:  CNFISH  Strategy  - INFISH  Crosswalk 


In  2002,  the  BLM  Idaho  State  Director  signed  a memorandum  of  uncierstanding  with  several  other  federal 
agencies,  agreeing  to  implement  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Project  Strategy.  This 
strategy  specifies  that  “until  administrative  unit  plans  [RMPs]  are  amended  or  revised  utilizing  the  ICBEMP 
Science  in  this  Strategy^  management  will  continue  under  current  plans.  This  will  include  interim  PACFISEl, 
INFISH  [Inland  Native  Fish  Strategy]  direction...”  INFISH  provides  interim  direction  for  protecting  resident 
fish  populations  and  habitat  in  Idaho,  western  Montana,  eastern  Washington,  and  eastern  Oregon. 

The  development  of  the  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP  meets  the  specific  criteria  for  modifying  or  adapting  INFISH 
direction.  The  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  conducted  a thorough  analysis  of  INFISH  and  developed 
direction  that  would  be  applicable  to  management  of  BLM-administered  public  lands  within  the  planning 
area.  The  table  below  is  a crosswalk  comparing  key  components  of  the  Inland  Native  Fish  Strategy  (INFISH) 
with  direction  that  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Draft  RMP  (CdA  Native  Fish  Strategy^  or 
CNFISH). 

In  2004,  a memorandum  was  issued  by  the  BLM,  FS,  FWS,  EPA  and  NOAA  Fisheries  to  transmit  a 
document  titled  “A  Framework  for  Incorporating  the  Aquatic  and  Riparian  Component  of  the  Interior 
Columbia  Basin  Strategy  into  BLM  and  Forest  Service  Plan  Revisions  (Framework)”.  This  document 
provides  direction  for  six  component  addressing  aquatic  and  riparian  management  to  be  incorporated  into 
revised  plans.  The  components  and  how  they  are  addressed  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Draft  RMP  are  as  follows; 

1.  Riparian  Conservation  Areas  (RCAs)  are  areas  of  particular  value  for  aquatic  conservation  and 
where  riparian-dependent  resources  receive  management  emphasis.  RCAs  are  delineated  in  the 
CNFISH  table  below.  Standards  and  guidelines  for  actions  within  RCAs  are  also  found  in  the  table 
below. 

2.  Protection  of  Population  Strongholds  for  Listed  or  Proposed  Species  and  Narrow  Endemics 

is  addressed  in  Appendix  E:  Conservation  and  Restoration  Watersheds. 

3.  Multiscale  Analysis  is  addressed  in  the  CNFISH  Strategy  table  below  under  Watershed  Analysis. 
The  potential  analysis  scales  are  basin,  subbasin,  watershed  and  project;  analysis  at  the  appropriate 
scale  provides  the  context  needed  for  decision  making. 

4.  Restoration  Priorities  and  Guidance  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E:  Conser\^ation  and  Restoration 
Watersheds. 

5.  Management  Direction  (such  as  desired  conditions  or  objectives)  is  found  in  the  CNFISH 
Strategy  table  below  under  Riparian  Management  Objectives  (RMOs).  An  adaptive  management 
approach  will  be  used  as  a means  to  identify  and  achieve  desired  aquatic  and  riparian  conditions. 
Many  of  the  INFISH  objectives  have  been  modified  for  the  CNFISH  strategy,  and  additional 
objectives  have  been  added.  All  modifications,  except  water  temperature,  are  based  on  criteria  in  the 
Matrix  of  Diagnostics/Pathways  and  Indicators  found  in  A Yramemrk  to  Assist  in  Making  Hndangered 
Species  Act  Determinations  of  Effect  for  Individual  or  Grouped  Actions  at  the  Bull  Trout  Suhpopulation  W atershed 
Scale.  Temperature  criteria  were  incorporated  from  the  EPA  Region  10  Guidance  for  Pacific  Northwest 
State  and  Tribal  Temperature  Water  Quality  Standards.  These  objectives  should  be  considered  interim, 
and  local  adjustment  may  and  should  occur  based  on  site-specific  or  watershed  scale  analysis.  Some 
of  the  interim  objectives  may  not  be  attainable  in  all  systems  and  local  reference  data  will  be  required 
as  a basis  for  modifications. 
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6.  Monitoring/ Adaptive  Management:  The  monitoring  strategy  is  currently  being  developed  and 

will  address  protocols  for  both  implementation  and  effectiveness  monitoring  needed  to  implement 
adaptive  management. 


CNFish  Strategy  - INFISH  Crosswalk 


INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

INFISH  wording 

Goals 
Maintain  or 
Restore... 

The  goals  are  to  maintain  or  restore: 

AH  8 goals  win  be  incorporated  into  the  RAIP. 

(1)  Water  quality,  to  a degree  that  provides  for 
stable  and  productive  riparian  and  aquatic 
ecosystems 

(2)  Stream  channel  integrity,  channel 
processes,  and  the  sediment  regime  (including 
the  elements  of  timing,  volume,  and  character 
of  sediment  input  and  transport)  under  which 
the  riparian  and  aquatic  ecosystems  developed. 

(3)  Instream  flows  to  support  healthy  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitats,  the  stability  and  effective 
function  of  stream  channels,  and  the  ability  to 
route  flood  discharges. 

(4)  Namral  timing  and  variability  of  the  water 
table  elevation  in  meadows  and  wetlands. 

(5)  Diversity  and  productivity  of  native  and 
desired  non-native  plant  communities  in 
riparian  zones. 

(6)  Riparian  vegetation  to: 

(a)  Provide  an  amount  and  distribution  of 
large  woody  debris  characteristic  of 
natural  aquatic  and  riparian 
ecosystems; 

(b)  Provide  adequate  summer  and  winter 
thermal  regulation  within  the  riparian 
and  aquatic  zones;  and 

(c)  Help  achieve  rates  of  surface  erosion, 
bank  erosion,  and  channel  migration 
characteristic  of  those  under  which 
the  communities  developed. 

(7)  Riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  necessary  to 
foster  the  unique  genetic  fish  stocks  that 
evolved  within  the  specific  geo-climatic  region. 

(8)  Habitat  to  support  populations  of  well- 
distributed  native  and  non-native  plant, 
vertebrate,  and  invertebrate  populations  that 
contribute  to  the  viability  of  riparian- 
dependent  communities. 

Riparian 

Management 

Objectives 

Apply  where  watershed  analysis  has  not  been 
done.  The  components  of  good  habitat  can 
vary  across  specific  geographic  areas.  Interim 

Many  of  the  INIdSH  objectives  have  been 
modified  for  the  CNFISH  strategt’,  and 
additional  objectives  have  been  added.  Other 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

Forested  and  non- 

torested 

ecosystems 

RAIOs  are  considered  to  be  the  best  watershed 
scale  information  available;  BLM  managers 
would  be  encouraged  to  establish  site-specific 
RMOs  through  watershed  analysis  or  site- 
specific  analysis. 

than  temperature,  modifications  and  additions 
are  based  on  criteria  in  the  Matrix  of 
Diagnostics/Pathways  and  Indicators  found  in 
A Framework  to  Assist  in  Making  Endangered 
Species  Act  Determinations  of  Effect for  Individual  or 
Grouped  Actions  at  the  Bull  Trout  Subpopulation 
Watershed  Scale.  Temperature  criteria  were 
incorporated  from  the  EPA  Region  10  Guidance 
for  Pacific  Northwest  State  and  Tribal  Temperature 
Water  Quality  Standards. 

These  objectives  may  be  adjusted  and 
additional  objectives  adopted  as  future  site- 
specific  analysis  is  completed  and/or  new 
scientific  information  becomes  available. 

(1)  Pool  frequency  (all  systems) 

Wetted  width  ffo  #pools/Mile 

10  96 

20  56 

25  47 

50  26 

75  23 

100  18 

125  14 

150  12 

200  9 

(1)  Pool  Frequency  (all  systems) 

Wetted  width  Ttl  #pools/Mile 

0-5  39 

5-10  60 

10-15  48 

15-20  39 

20-30  23 

30-35  18 

35-40  10 

40-65  9 

65-100  4 

Also,  pools  have  good  cover  and  cool  water, 
and  only  minor  reduction  of  pool  volume  by 
fine  sediment. 

(l)a.  Large  Pools  (in  adult  holding,  juvenile 
rearing  and  overwintering  reaches  where 
streams  are  > 3m  in  wetted  width  at 
baseflow). 

Each  reach  has  many  large  pools  > 1 meter 
deep. 

(l)b.  Off-Channel  Habitat 

Watershed  has  many  ponds,  oxbows, 
backwaters,  and  other  off-channel  areas  with 
cover;  and  side  channels  are  low  energt'  areas. 

(2)  Water  temperature  (all  systems) 

No  measurable  increase  in  maximum  water 
temperature  (7-day  moving  average  of  daily 
maximum  temperature  measured  as  the 
average  of  the  maximum  daily  temperature  of 
the  warmest  consecutive  7-day  period). 

Maximum  water  temperature  below  59“F 
within  adult  holding  habitat  and  below  48“b’ 
within  spawning  and  rearing  habitats. 

(2)  Water  temperature  (all  systems) 

No  measurable  increase  in  maximum  water 
temperature  (7-day  moving  average  of  daily 
maximum  temperature  measured  as  the 
average  of  the  maximum  daily  temperature  of 
the  warmest  consecutive  7-day  period). 

(2) a.  Water  temperature  in  bull  trout 
habitat* 

i)  Juvenile  rearing:  12‘’C  (55  "E) 

ii)  Spawning:  9"(i  (48  "P’) 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

(2)b.  Water  temperature  in  salmonid 
habitat  other  than  bull  trout  (mainly 
westslope  cutthroat  trout)* 

i)  core  juvenile  rearing;  16”C  (61  °F) 

ii)  migration/ non-core  juvenile  rearing: 

18°C  (64  "F) 

iii)  migration:  20  "C  (68  "F) 

iv)  spawning,  egg  incubation,  ivy  emergence: 
13"C  (55  °F) 

*aU  temperatures  are  7-day  moving  average  of 
daily  maximum  temperature 

(3)  Large  woody  debris  (forested  systems) 

>20  pieces  per  mile,  >12  inch  diameter,  >35 
foot  length 

(3)  Large  woody  debris  (forested  systems) 

Current  values  are  being  maintained  at  >20 
pieces  per  mile,  >12  inch  diameter,  >35  foot 
length.  Also,  adequate  sources  of  woody 
debris  available  for  short  and  long  term 
recruitment. 

(4)  Bank  stability  (non-forested  systems) 

>80%  stable 

(4)  Bank  stability  : 

>80%  of  any  stream  reach  has  >90%  stability. 

(5)  Lower  bank  angle  (non-forested 
systems) 

>75%  of  banks  with  <90  degree  angle  (i.e., 
undercut) 

(5)  Lower  bank  angle  (non-forested 
systems): 

>75%  of  banks  with  <90  degree  angle  (i.e., 
undercut) 

(6)  Width/ depth  ratio  (aU  systems) 

<10,  mean  wetted  width  divided  by  mean 
depth 

(6)  Average  Wetted  Width/Maximum 
Depth  Ratio  in  scour  pools  in  a reach: 

<10 

(7)  Floodplain  Connectivity: 

Off-channel  areas  are  frequently  hydrologically 
linked  to  the  main  channel;  overbank  flows 
occur  and  maintain  wetland  functions,  riparian 
vegetation  and  succession. 

(8)  Sediment  in  Spawning  and  Incubation 
Areas: 

<12%  fines  (<0.85mm)  in  gravel;  <20% 
surface  fines  of  <6mm. 

(9)  Substrate  Embeddedness  in  Rearing 
Areas: 

Reach  embeddedness  <20% 

RHCAs/  RCAs 

RHCAs  are  portions  of  watersheds  where 
riparian-dependent  resources  receive  primary 
emphasis,  and  management  activities  are 
subject  to  specific  standards  and  guidelines. 

RCAs  are  lands  that  are  likely  to  affect  the 
condition  and/ or  function  of  aquatic  habitat, 
and  may  include  areas  adjacent  to  streams, 
ponds,  lakes,  wetlandls,  and  unstable 
landscapes.  In  RCAs  riparian-dependent 
resources  receive  priman’  emphasis,  and 
management  activities  are  subject  to  specific 
standards  and  guidelines. 

Interim  RHCA  widths  apply  where  watershed 
analysis  has  not  been  completed, 
establishment  of  RHCAs  required  completion 
of  watershed  analysis  to  provide  the  ecological 

The  dimensions  of  RCAs  are  best  defined  bv 
local  or  watershed  analysis.  In  the  absence  of 
such  analysis,  the  following  default  RC.\ 
widths  apply. 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

basis  for  the  change.  However,  interim 
RHCAs  may  be  modified  by  amendment  in 
the  absence  of  watershed  analysis  where 
stream  reach  or  site-specific  data  support  the 
change.  In  all  cases,  the  rational  supporting 
RHCA  widths  and  their  effects  would  be 
documented. 

Category  1 — Fish  bearing  streams:  Interim 
RHCAs  consist  of  the  stream  and  the  area  on 
either  side  of  the  stream  extending  from  the 
edges  of  the  active  channel  to  the  top  of  the 
inner  gorge,  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  100 
year  floodplain,  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the 
riparian  vegetation,  or  to  a distance  equal  to 
the  height  of  two  site-potential  trees,  or  300 
feet  slope  distance  (600  feet,  including  both 
sides  of  the  stream  channel),  whichever  is 
greatest. 

Category  1 — Fish  bearing  streams:  RCAs 
consist  of  the  stream  and  the  area  on  either 
side  of  the  stream  extending  from  the  edges  of 
the  active  channel  to  the  top  of  the  inner 
gorge,  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  100  year 
floodplain,  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  riparian 
vegetation,  or  300  feet  slope  distance  (600  feet, 
including  both  sides  of  the  stream  channel), 
whichever  is  greatest. 

Category  2 — Permanently  flowing  non-fish 
bearing  streams:  Interim  RHCAs  consist  of 
the  stream  and  the  area  on  either  side  of  the 
stream  extending  from  the  edges  of  the  active 
channel  to  the  top  of  the  inner  gorge,  or  to  the 
outer  edges  of  the  100  year  floodplain,  or  to 
the  outer  edges  of  the  riparian  vegetation,  or  to 
a distance  equal  to  the  height  of  one  site- 
potential  tree,  or  1 50  feet  slope  distance  (300 
feet,  including  both  sides  of  the  stream 
channel),  whichever  is  greatest. 

Category  2 — Permanently  flowing  non-fish 
bearing  streams:  RCAs  consist  of  the  stream 
and  the  area  on  either  side  of  the  stream 
extending  from  the  edges  of  the  active  channel 
to  the  top  of  the  inner  gorge,  or  to  the  outer 
edges  of  the  100  year  floodplain,  or  to  the 
outer  edges  of  the  riparian  vegetation,  or  150 
feet  slope  distance  (300  feet,  including  both 
sides  of  the  stream  channel),  whichever  is 
greatest. 

Category  3 - Ponds,  lakes,  reservoirs  and 
wetlands  greater  than  1 acre:  Interim 
RHCAs  consist  of  the  body  of  water  or 
wedand  and  the  area  to  the  outer  edges  of  the 
riparian  vegetation,  or  to  the  extent  of  the 
seasonally  saturated  soil,  or  to  the  extent  of 
moderately  and  highly  unstable  areas,  or  to  a 
distance  equal  to  the  height  of  one  site- 
potential  tree,  or  150  feet  slope  distance  from 
the  edge  of  the  maximum  pool  elevation  of 
constructed  ponds  and  reservoirs  or  from  the 
edge  of  the  wetland,  pond  or  lake,  whichever  is 
greatest. 

Category  3 - Ponds,  lakes,  reservoirs  and 
wetlands  greater  than  1 acre:  RCAs  consist 
of  the  body  of  water  or  wetland  and  the  area 
to  the  outer  edges  of  the  riparian  vegetation,  or 
to  the  extent  of  the  seasonally  saturated  soil,  or 
to  the  extent  of  moderately  and  highly  unstable 
areas,  or  1 50  feet  slope  distance  from  the  edge 
of  the  maximum  pool  elevation  of  constructed 
ponds  and  reservxjirs  or  from  the  edge  of  the 
wedand,  pond  or  lake,  whichever  is  greatest. 

Category  4 — Seasonally  flowing  or 
intermittent  streams,  wetlands  less  that  1 
acre,  landslides,  and  landslide-prone  areas: 

This  category  includes  features  with  high 
variability  in  size  and  site-specific 
characteristics.  At  a minimum  the  interim 
RHCAs  must  include: 

a.  the  extent  of  landslides  and  landslide- 
prone  areas 

b.  the  intermittent  stream  channel  and  the 
area  to  the  top  of  the  inner  gorge 

c.  the  intermittent  stream  channel  or 

Category  4 - Seasonally  flowing  or 
intermittent  streams  and  wetlands  less 
than  1 acre  with  riparian  characteristics  as 
defined  by  properly  functioning  condition 
inventory,  and  landslides  and  landslide- 
prone  areas:  This  categor\’  includes  features 
with  high  variability  in  size  and  site-specific 
characteristics.  At  a minimum  the  RCAs  must 
include: 

a.  the  extent  of  landslide  and  landslide-prone 
areas  and  the  area  from  the  edges  of  the 
landslidc/landslidc-prone  area  to  a 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

wetland  and  the  area  to  the  outer  edges  of 
the  riparian  vegetation 

d.  for  Priority  Watersheds,  the  area  from  the 
edges  of  the  stream  channel,  wetland, 
landslide,  or  landslide  prone  area  to  a 
distance  equal  to  the  height  of  one  site- 
potential  tree,  or  100  feet  slope  distance, 
whichever  is  greatest 

e.  for  watersheds  not  identified  as  Priority 
Watersheds,  the  area  from  the  edges  of 
the  stream  channel,  wetland,  landslide, 
landshde-prone  area  to  a distance  equal  to 
the  height  of  one-half  site  potential  tree, 
or  50  feet  slope  distance,  whichever  is 
greatest. 

distance  of  100  feet  slope  distance. 

b.  the  intermittent  stream  channel  and  the 
area  to  the  top  of  the  inner  gorge,  or  to 
the  outer  edges  of  the  riparian  vegetation, 
or  to  the  area  from  the  edges  of  the 
stream  channel  to  a distance  of  100  feet 
slope  distance,  whichever  is  greatest. 

c.  the  wetland  area  and  the  area  to  the  outer 
edges  of  the  riparian  vegetation,  or  to  a 
distance  of  100  feet  slope  distance, 
whichever  is  greatest. 

Non-forested  rangeland  ecosystems  Category 
1 & 2 streams  extent  of  100  year  flood  plain. 

Non-forested  rangeland  ecosystems  Categoty' 
1 & 2 streams  extent  of  1 00  year  flood  plain. 

Standards  and 
Guidelines 

Apply  to  all  RHCAs. 

Standards  & Guides  apply  to  all  RHCAs  and 
to  projects  and  activities  in  areas  outside  of 
RHCAs  that  are  identified  through  NEPA 
analysis  as  potentially  degrading  RHCAs. 

Standards  & Guides  apply  to  all  RCAs  and  to 
projects  and  activities  in  areas  outside  of  RCAs 
that  are  identified  through  NEPA  analysis  as 
potentially  degrading  RCAs. 

RCA-1  (NEW) 

Activities  in  RCAs  will  be  designed  to 
enhance,  restore  or  maintain  the  physical  and 
biological  characteristics  of  the  RCA  by 
implementing  the  following; 

a.  Activities  in  RCAs  that  are  intact  and 
functioning  in  a desired  condition  as  indicated 
by  RJVlOs  or  other  measures  must  be  designed 
to  at  least  maintain  that  desired  condition. 

r 

b.  Activities  in  RCAs  that  are  not  at  or  moving 
towards  desired  condition  as  indicated  by 
RMOs  or  other  measures  must  include  a 
restoration  component  as  part  of  the  project  if 
determined  to  be  necessary/beneficial  by  a 
fisheries  biologist,  hydrologist  or  other  aquatic 
specialist. 

c.  Activities  in  RCAs  must  not  result  in  long- 
term degradation  to  aquatic  conditions. 

Limited  short-term  adverse/ negative  effects 
from  activities  in  the  RCA  may  be  acceptable 
when  outweighed  by  the  long-term  benefits  to 
the  RCA  and  at]uatic  resources. 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

Timber  Mgmt 

TM-1 

Prohibit  timber  harvest,  including  fuelwood 
cutting,  in  RFlCAs,  except  as  described  below. 
Do  not  include  RFlCAs  in  the  land  base  used 
to  determine  the  ASQ,  but  any  volume 
harv^ested  can  be  contribute  to  the  timber  sale 
program 

Vegetation  management  practices  may  be  used 
in  RCAs  only  to  restore  or  enhance  physical 
and  biological  characteristics  of  the  RCA 
including  Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

TMl-a 

\Xltere  catastrophic  events  such  as  fire, 
flooding,  volcanic,  wind  or  insect  damage 
result  in  degraded  riparian  conditions,  allow 
salvage  and  fuelwood  cutting  in  RFlCAs  only 
where  present  and  future  woody  debris  needs 
are  met,  where  cutting  would  not  retard  or 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives,  and  where  adverse 
effects  on  listed  anadromous fish  can  be  avoided  (can 
be  avoided  to  inland  native  fish).  For  mth  listed 
salmon  or  designated  critical  habitat  (priority 
watersheds),  complete  watershed  analysis  prior 
to  salvage  cutting  in  RHCAs.  (PAC/IN) 

No  fuelwood  cutting  will  be  authorized  within 
an  RCA. 

TM-1  b. 

Apply  silvicultural  practices  in  RHCAs  to 
acquire  desired  vegetation  characteristics 
where  needed  to  attain  Riparian  Management 
Objectives.  Apply  silvicultural  practices  in  a 
manner  that  does  not  retard  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  that 
avoids  adverse  effects  on  inland  native  fish. 

Roads  Mgmt 

RF-1 

Cooperate  with  federal,  tribal.  State,  and 
county  agencies,  and  cost-share  partners  to 
achieve  consistency  in  road  design,  operation, 
and  maintenance  necessary  to  attain  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

Cooperate  with  federal,  tribal.  State,  and 
county  agencies,  and  cost-share  partners  to 
achieve  consistency  in  road  design,  operation, 
and  maintenance  necessar}^  to  attain  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

RF-2 

For  each  existing  or  planned  road,  meet  the 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  avoid 
adverse  effects  to  inland  native  fish  by: 

For  each  existing  or  planned  road  (authorized 
across  BLM-managed  land  or  BLM  easement 
across  other  lands),  strive  to  meet  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  avoid  adverse 
effects  to  native  fish. 

RF-2  a. 

Completing  watershed  analysis  prior  to 
construction  of  new  roads  or  landings  in 
RHCAs  within  priority  watersheds. 

Complete  watershed  or  site  specific  analysis, 
prior  to  construction  of  new  roads  or  landings 
in  RCAs.  The  analysis  will  be  done  at  the  scale 
appropriate  to  the  road  and/or  landing. 

Analysis  will  include  the  site-scale,  in  the 
context  of  the  reach  scale,  and  the  watershed 
scale. 

RF-2b. 

Minimizing  road  and  landing  locations  in 
RHCAs. 

When  practical  close  existing  roads,  and  avoid 
constructing  new  roads  or  landings  within 
RCAs. 

Rl'2-c. 

Initiating  development  and  implementation  of 
a Road  Management  Plan  or  a Transportation 

Finsure  that  the  Transportation/Travel 
Management  Plan  is  consistent  with  RMOs. 
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Management  Plan.  At  a minimum,  address 
the  following  items  in  the  plan: 

1 . Road  design  criteria,  elements, 
and  standards  that  govern 
construction  and  reconstruction. 

2.  Road  management  objectives  for 
each  road. 

3.  Criteria  that  govern  road 
operation,  maintenance,  and 
management. 

4.  Requirements  for  pre-,  during-, 
and  post-  storm  inspections  and 
maintenance. 

5.  Regulation  of  traffic  during  wet 
periods  to  minimize  erosion  and 
sediment  delivery  and 
accomplish  other  objectives. 

6.  Implementation  and 
effectiveness  monitoring  plans 
for  road  stability,  drainage,  and 
erosion  control. 

7.  Mitigation  plans  for  road 
failures. 

RF2-d. 

Avoiding  sediment  delivery  to  streams  from 
the  road  surface. 

1 . Outsloping  of  the  roadway  surface  is 
preferred,  except  in  cases  where 
outsloping  would  increase  sediment 
delivery  to  streams  or  where 
outsloping  is  infeasible  or  unsafe. 

2.  Route  road  drainage  away  from 
potentially  unstable  stream  channels, 
fiUs,  and  hillslopes. 

Avoid  sediment  delivery  to  streams  from  the 
road  surface. 

1 . Outsloping  of  the  roadway  surface  is 
preferred,  except  in  cases  where 
outsloping  would  increase  sediment 
delivery  to  streams  or  where 
outsloping  is  infeasible  or  unsafe. 

2.  Route  road  drainage  away  from 
potentially  unstable  stream  channels, 
fiUs,  and  hillslopes. 

RF2-e. 

Avoiding  disruption  of  natural  hydrologic  flow 
paths 

When  practical  avoid  disruption  of  natural 
hydrologic  flow  paths. 

RF2-f. 

Avoiding  sidecasting  of  soils  or  snow. 
Sidecasting  of  road  materials  is  prohibited  on 
road  segments  within  or  abutting  RHCAs  in 
priority  watersheds. 

Sidecasting  of  road  materials  is  prohibited  on 
road  segments  within  or  abutting  RCAs. 

RF-3 

Determine  the  influence  of  each  road  on 
Riparian  Management  Objectives.  Meet 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  avoid 
adverse  effects  to  inland  native  fish  by: 

a.  reconstructing  road  and  drainage 
features  that  do  not  meet  design 
criteria  or  operation  and  maintenance 
standards,  or  that  have  been  shown 
to  be  less  effective  than  designed  for 
controlling  sediment  delivery,  or  that 
retard  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives,  or  do  not 
protect  priority  watersheds  from 
increased  sedimentation. 

Avoid  adverse  effects  to  native  fish  by: 

a.  relocating  or  reconstructing  road  and 
drainage  features  that  do  not  meet  design 
criteria  or  operation  and  maintenance 
standards,  or  that  have  been  shown  to  be 
less  effective  than  designed  for 
controlling  sediment  dehver\’,  or  that 
delays  or  prevents  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  within  the 
expected,  near  natural  period  of 
restoration  as  determined  bv  an  aquatic, 
soils,  and/or  riparian  specialist,  or  do  not 
protect  native  fish  from  increased 
sedimentation. 
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b.  prioritizing  reconstruction  based 
on  the  current  and  potential  damage 
to  inland  native  fish  and  their  priority 
watersheds,  the  ecological  value  of 
the  riparian  resources  affected,  and 
the  feasibility  of  options  such  as 
helicopter  logging  and  road 
relocation  out  of  RHCAs. 

c.  closing  and  stabilizing  or 
obliterating,  and  stabilizing  roads  not 
needed  for  future  management 
activities.  Prioritize  these  actions 
based  on  the  current  and  potential 
damage  to  native  inland  fish  in 
priority  watersheds,  and  the 
ecological  value  of  riparian  resources 
affected. 

b.  prioritizing  reconstruction  based  on 
the  current  and  potential  habitat,  the 
ecological  value  of  the  riparian  resources 
affected,  and  the  feasibility  of  options 
such  as  helicopter  logging  and  road 
relocation  out  of  RCAs. 

c.  closing  and  stabilizing  or  obliterating, 
and  stabilizing  roads  not  needed  for 
future  management  activities.  Prioritize 
these  actions  based  on  the  current  and 
potential  damage  to  native  fish,  and  the 
ecological  value  of  riparian  resources 
affected. 

RF-4 

Construct  new  and  improve  existing  culverts 
bridges  and  other  stream  crossings  to 
accommodate  a 1 00-year  flood,  including 
associated  bedload  and  debris,  where  those 
improvements  would/ do  pose  a substantial 
risk  to  riparian  conditions.  Substantial  risk 
improvements  include  those  that  do  not  meet 
design  and  operation  maintenance  criteria,  or 
that  have  been  shown  to  be  less  effective  than 
designed  for  controlling  erosion,  or  that  retard 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives,  or  that  do  not  protect  priority 
watersheds  from  increased  sedimentation. 

Base  priority  for  upgrading  on  risks  to  priority’ 
watersheds  and  the  ecological  value  of  the 
riparian  resources  affected.  Construct  and 
maintain  crossings  to  prevent  diversion  of 
streamflow  out  of  the  channel  and  down  the 
road  in  the  event  of  crossing  failure. 

When  constructing  new,  replacement  and 
reconstructed  culverts,  bridges,  and  other 
stream  crossings  accommodate  a 100-year 
flood,  including  associated  bedload  and  debris. 
Substantial  risk  improvements  include  those 
that  do  not  meet  design  and  operation 
maintenance  criteria,  or  that  have  been  shown 
to  be  less  effective  than  designed  for 
controlling  erosion,  or  that  delay  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives,  or  that  do 
not  protect  native  fish  habitat  from  increased 
sedimentation.  Base  priority  for  upgrading  on 
risks  to  native  fish  and  the  ecological  value  of 
the  riparian  resources  affected.  Construct  and 
maintain  crossings  to  prevent  diversion  of 
streamflow  out  of  the  channel  and  down  the 
road  in  the  event  of  crossing  failure. 

RF-5 

Provide  and  maintain  fish  passage  at  all  road 
crossings  of  existing  and  potential  fish-bearing 
streams. 

Provide  and  maintain  passage  for  fish  and 
other  aquatic  organisms  at  new,  replacement, 
and  reconstructed  road  crossings  of  existing 
and  potential  fish-bearing  streams,  unless 
barriers  are  determined  beneficial  for  native 
fish. 

The  preferred  approach  is  to  implement 
streambed  simulation  strategies  or  have  no 
crossing  structure. 
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Grazing  Mgmt 

GM-1 

Modify  grazing  practices  (e.g.,  accessibility  of 
riparian  areas  to  Livestock,  length  of  grazing 
season,  stocking  levels,  timing  of  grazing,  etc.) 
that  retard  or  prevent  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  or  are  likely  to 
adversely  affect  native  inland  fish.  Suspend 
grazing  if  adjusted  practices  are  not  effective  in 
meeting  Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

Range  project  plans,  allotment  management 
plans,  and  annual  plans  of  operation  shall  be 
developed,  revised,  and  maintained  where 
needed  to  achieve  the  RMOs.  These  plans 
establish  objectives  for  managing  vegetation 
resources  (including  activities  needed  to 
achieve  the  objectives)  to  achieve  desirable 
riparian  conditions.  This  may  include  grazing 
schedule,  grazing  system,  season  of  use,  class 
of  livestock,  stocking  levels,  forage  products 
and  utilization  rates,  and  improvements 
needed  to  achieve  objectives.  The  results  of 
monitoring  riparian  and  streamside  condition 
win  be  used  to  determine  the  need  for  change. 

GM-2 

Locate  new  livestock  handling  and/ or 
management  facilities  outside  of  RHCAs.  For 
existing  livestock  handling  facilities  inside 
RHCAs,  assure  that  facilities  do  not  prevent 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives.  Relocate  or  close  facilities  where 
these  objectives  cannot  be  met. 

Locate  new  livestock  handling  and/ or 
management  facilities  outside  of  RCAs.  For 
existing  livestock  handling  facilities  inside 
RCAs,  assure  that  facilities  do  not  prevent 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  or  adversely  affect  native  fish. 
Relocate  or  close  facilities  where  these 
objectives  cannot  be  met. 

GM-3 

Limit  livestock  trading,  bedding,  watering, 
salting,  loading,  and  other  handling  efforts  to 
those  areas  and  times  that  would  not  prevent 
or  retard  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  or  adversely  affect  inland  native 
fish. 

Limit  livestock  trailing,  bedding,  watering, 
salting,  loading,  and  other  handling  efforts  to 
those  areas  and  times  that  would  not  prevent 
or  delay  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  or  adversely  affect  native  fish 

Recreation  Mgmt 

RM-1 

Design,  construct,  and  operate  recreation 
facilities,  including  trails  and  dispersed  sites,  in 
a manner  that  does  not  retard  or  prevent 
attainment  of  the  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  avoids  adverse  effects  on 
inland  native  fish.  Complete  watershed 
analysis  prior  to  construction  of  new 
recreation  facilities  in  RHCAs.  For  existing 
recreation  facilities  inside  RHCAs,  assure  that 
the  facilities  or  use  of  the  facilities  will  not 
prevent  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  or  adversely  affect  inland  native 
fish.  Relocate  or  close  recreation  facilities 
where  Riparian  Management  Objectives 
cannot  be  met  or  adverse  effects  inland  native 
fish  cannot  be  avoided. 

Design,  construct,  and  operate  recreation 
facilities,  including  trails  and  dispersed  sites,  in 
a manner  that  does  not  delay  or  prevent 
attainment  of  the  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  avoids  adverse  effects  on 
native  fish.  Complete  site  specific  watershed 
analysis  prior  to  construction  of  new 
recreation  facilities  in  RCAs.  The  level  of 
watershed  or  site  specific  analysis  should  be 
commensurate  with  the  scope  and  issues  of 
the  project  and  related  aquatic  resources.  For 
existing  recreation  facilities  inside  RCAs, 
assure  that  the  facilities  or  use  of  the  facilities 
will  not  prevent  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  or  adversely  affect 
native  fish.  Relocate  or  close  recreation 
facilities  where  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  cannot  be  met  or  adverse  effects  on 
native  fish  cannot  be  avoided. 

RM-2 

Adjust  dispersed  and  developed  recreation 
practices  that  retard  or  prevent  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  or  adversely 
affect  inland  native  fish.  Where  adjustment 
measures  such  as  education,  use  limitations. 

Adjust  dispersed  and  developed  recreation 
practices  that  delays  or  prevents  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  within  the 
expected,  near  natural  period  of  restoration  as 
determined  by  an  aquatic,  soils,  and/or 

n-H) 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Kesonrce  Wanapetnent  Plan  and  \inal  linrhvnmental  I mp,h  t Statement 


Appendix  D.  Coeur  d’Alene  Native  Fish  Strategy  (CNFISH) 


INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

traffic  control  devices,  increased  maintenance, 
relocation  of  facilities,  and/or  specific  site 
closures  are  not  effective  in  meeting  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  avoiding  adverse 
effects  on  inland  native  fish,  eliminate  the 
practice  or  occupancy. 

riparian  specialist,  or  adversely  affect  native 
fish.  Where  adjustment  measures  such  as 
education,  use  limitations,  traffic  control 
devices,  increased  maintenance,  relocation  of 
facilities,  and/or  specific  site  closures  are  not 
effective  in  meeting  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  avoiding  adverse  effects  on 
native  fish,  eliminate  the  practice  or 
occupancy. 

RM-3 

Address  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  potential  effect  on  inland 
native  fish  in  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers, 
Wilderness,  and  other  Recreation  Management 
plans. 

Address  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  potential  effect  on  native  fish 
in  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  Wilderness,  and 
other  Recreation  Management  plans. 

Minerals  Mgmt 

MM-1 

Minimize  adverse  affects  to  inland  native  fish 
from  mineral  operations.  If  a Notice  Of 
Intent  indicates  that  a mineral  operation  would 
be  located  in  an  RHCA,  consider  the  effects  of 
the  activity  on  inland  native  fish  in  the 
determination  of  significant  surface 
disturbance  pursuant  to  36  CFR  228.4.  For 
operations  in  RHCAs  ensure  operators  take  aU 
practicable  measures  to  maintain,  protect,  and 
rehabilitate  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  which  may 
be  affected  by  the  operations.  When  bonding 
is  required,  consider  (in  the  estimation  of  the 
bond  amount)  the  cost  of  stabilizing, 
rehabilitating,  and  reclaiming  the  area  of 
operations. 

Minimize  adverse  affects  to  native  fish  from 
mineral  operations.  If  a Notice  Of  Intent 
indicates  that  a mineral  operation  would  be 
located  in  an  RCA,  consider  the  effects  of  the 
activity  on  native  fish  in  the  determination  of 
significant  surface  disturbance  pursuant  43 
CFR  Part  3000s.  For  operations  in  RCAs 
ensure  operators  take  all  practicable  measures 
to  maintain,  protect,  and  rehabilitate  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  which  may  be  affected  by  the 
operations.  When  bonding  is  required, 
consider  (in  the  estimation  of  the  bond 
amount)  the  cost  of  stabilizing,  rehabilitating, 
and  reclaiming  the  area  of  operations. 

iMM-2 

Locate  structures,  support  facilities,  and  roads 
outside  RHCAs.  Where  no  alternative  to 
sitting  facilities  in  RHCAs  exists,  locate  and 
construct  the  facilities  in  ways  that  avoid 
impacts  to  RHCAs  and  streams  and  adverse 
effects  on  inland  native  fish.  Where  no 
alternative  to  road  construction  exists,  keep 
roads  to  the  minimum  necessary  for  the 
approved  mineral  activity.  Close,  obliterate, 
and  revegetate  roads  no  longer  required  for 
mineral  or  land  management  activities. 

Locate  structures,  support  facilities,  and  roads 
outside  RCAs.  Where  no  alternative  to  sitting 
facilities  in  RCAs  exists,  locate  and  construct 
the  facilities  in  ways  that  avoid  impacts  to 
RCAs  and  streams  and  adverse  effects  on 
native  fish.  Where  no  alternative  to  road 
construction  exists,  keep  roads  to  the 
minimum  necessary  for  the  approved  mineral 
activity.  Close,  obliterate,  and  revegetate  roads 
no  longer  required  for  mineral  or  land 
management  activities. 

MM-3 

Prohibit  solid  and  sanitary  waste  facilities  in 
RHCAs.  If  no  alternative  to  locating  mine 
waste  (waste  rock,  spent  ore,  tailings)  facilities 
in  RHCAs  exists,  and  releases  can  be 
prevented  and  stability  can  be  ensured,  then: 

Prohibit  solid  and  sanitary  waste  facilities  in 
RCAs.  If  no  alternative  to  locating  mine  waste 
(waste  rock,  spent  ore,  tailings)  facilities  in 
RCAs  exists,  and  releases  can  be  prevented 
and  stability  can  be  ensured,  then: 

a. 

analyze  the  waste  material  using  the  best 
conventional  sampling  methods  and  analytic 
techniques  to  determine  its  chemical  and 
physical  stability  characteristics. 

analyze  the  waste  material  using  the  best 
conventional  sampling  methods  and  analytic 
techniques  to  determine  its  chemical  and 
physical  stability  characteristics. 

b. 

locate  and  design  the  waste  facilities  using  the 
best  conventional  techniques  to  ensure  mass 
stability  and  prevent  the  release  of  acid  or  toxic 

locate  and  design  the  waste  facilities  using  the 
best  conventional  techniques  to  ensure  mass 
stability  and  prevent  the  release  of  acid  or  toxic 
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materials.  If  the  best  conventional  technology 
is  not  sufficient  to  prevent  such  releases  and 
ensure  stability  over  the  long  term,  prohibit 
such  facilities  in  RHCAs 

materials.  If  the  best  conventional  technology 
is  not  sufficient  to  prevent  such  releases  and 
ensure  stability  over  the  long  term,  prohibit 
such  facilities  in  RCAs 

c. 

monitor  waste  and  waste  facilities  to  assure 
chemical  and  physical  stability,  and  make 
adjustments  to  operations  as  needed  to  avoid 
adverse  effects  to  inland  native  fish  and 
Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

monitor  waste  and  waste  facilities  to  assure 
chemical  and  physical  stability,  and  make 
adjustments  to  operations  as  needed  to  avoid 
adverse  effects  to  native  fish  and  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

d. 

reclaim  and  monitor  waste  facilities  to  assure 
chemical  and  physical  stability  and  re- 
vegetation to  avoid  adverse  effects  to  inland 
native  fish,  and  to  attain  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

reclaim  and  monitor  waste  facilities  to  assure 
chemical  and  physical  stability  and  re- 
vegetation to  avoid  adverse  effects  to  native 
fish,  and  to  attain  the  Riparian  Management 
Objectives. 

e. 

require  reclamation  bonds  adequate  to  ensure 
long-term  chemical  and  physical  stability  and 
successful  re-vegetation  of  mine  waste 
facilities. 

require  reclamation  bonds  adequate  to  ensure 
long-term  chemical  and  physical  stability  and 
successful  re -vegetation  of  mine  waste 
facilities. 

MM-4 

For  leasable  minerals,  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  within  RHCAs  for  oil,  gas  and 
geothermal  exploration  and  development 
activities  where  contracts  and  leases  do  not 
already  exists,  unless  there  are  no  other 
options  for  location  and  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  can  be  attained  and  adverse  effects 
to  inland  native  fish  can  be  avoided.  Adjust 
the  operating  plans  of  existing  contracts  to  (1) 
eliminate  impacts  that  prevent  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  (2)  avoid 
adverse  effects  to  inland  native  fish- 

For  leasable  minerals,  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  within  RCAs  (NSO-2  see  Appendix 
H)  where  contracts  and  leases  do  not  already 
exists,  unless  there  are  no  other  options  for 
location  and  Riparian  Management  Objectives 
can  be  attained  and  adverse  effects  to  native 
fish  can  be  avoided.  Adjust  the  operating 
plans  of  existing  contracts  to  (1)  eliminate 
impacts  that  prevent  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  (2)  avoid  adverse 
effects  to  native  fish. 

MM-5 

Permit  sand  and  gravel  mining  and  extraction 
within  RHCAs  only  if  no  alternatives  exist,  if 
the  action(s)  would  not  retard  or  prevent 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives,  and  adverse  effects  to  inland  native 
fish  be  avoided. 

Permit  sand  and  gravel  mining  and  extraction 
within  RCAs  only  if  no  .alternatives  exist,  if  the 
action  (s)  would  not  delay  or  prevent 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  within  the  expected,  near  natural 
period  of  restoration  as  determined  by  an 
aquatic,  soils,  and/or  riparian  specialist,  and 
adverse  effects  to  native  fish  can  be  avoided. 

MM-6 

Develop  inspection,  monitoring,  and  reporting 
requirements  for  mineral  activities.  Evaluate 
and  apply  the  results  of  inspection  and 
monitoring  to  modify  mineral  plans,  leases,  or 
permits  as  needed  to  eliminate  impacts  that 
prevent  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  avoid  adverse  effects  on  inland 
native  fish. 

Develop  inspection,  monitoring,  and  reporting 
requirements  for  mineral  activities.  Evaluate 
and  apply  the  results  of  inspection  and 
monitoring  to  modify  mineral  plans,  leases,  or 
permits  as  needed  to  eliminate  impacts  that 
prevent  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  and  avoid  adverse  effects  on  native 
fish. 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

Fire  Mgmt 

FM-1 

Design  fuel  treatment  and  fire  suppression 
strategies,  practices,  and  actions  so  as  not  to 
prevent  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives,  and  to  minimize  disturbance  of 
riparian  ground  cover  and  vegetation. 
Strategies  should  recognize  the  role  of  fire  in 
ecosystem  function  and  identify  those 
instances  where  fire  suppression  or  fuel 
management  actions  could  perpetuate  or  be 
damaging  to  long-term  ecosystem  function  or 
inland  native  fish. 

Design  and  implement  fire  suppression 
strategies,  practices,  and  actions  so  as  not  to 
delay  or  prevent  attainment  of  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  within  the  expected, 
near  natural  period  of  restoration  as 
determined  by  an  aquatic,  soils,  and/or 
riparian  specialist.  Strategies  should  recognize 
the  role  of  fire  in  ecosystem  function  and 
identify  those  instances  where  fire  suppression 
actions  could  perpetuate  or  be  damaging  to 
long-term  ecosystem  function  or  native  fish. 

FM-2 

Locate  incident  bases,  camps,  helibases, 
staging  areas,  helispots  and  other  centers  for 
incident  activities  outside  of  RHCAs.  If  the 
only  suitable  location  for  such  activities  is 
within  the  RHCA,  an  exemption  may  be 
granted  following  a review  and 
recommendation  by  a resource  advisor.  The 
advisor  will  prescribe  the  location,  use 
conditions,  and  rehabilitation  requirements, 
with  avoidance  of  adverse  effects  to  inland 
native  fish  a primary^  goal-  Use  an 
interdisciplinary'  team,  including  a fishery 
biologist,  to  predetermine  incident  base  and 
helibase  locations  during  pre-suppression 
planning. 

Locate  incident  bases,  camps,  helibases, 
staging  areas,  helispots  and  other  centers  for 
incident  activities  outside  of  RCAs.  If  the  only 
suitable  location  for  such  acti\dties  is  within 
the  RCA,  an  exemption  may  be  granted 
following  a review  and  recommendation  by  a 
resource  advisor.  The  advisor  will  prescribe 
the  location,  use  conditions,  and  rehabilitation 
requirements,  with  avoidance  of  adverse 
effects  to  native  fish  as  a primary'  goal.  Use  an 
interdisciplinary  team,  including  a fishery 
biologist,  during  pre-suppression  planning  to 
predetermine  incident  base  and  helibase 
locations. 

FM-3 

Avoid  delivery  of  chemical  retardant,  foam,  or 
additives  to  surface  waters.  An  exception  may 
be  warranted  in  situations  where  overriding 
immediate  safety  imperatives  exist,  or 
following  a review  and  recommendation  by  a 
resource  advisor  and  a fishery  biologist,  when 
the  action  agency  determines  an  escape  fire 
would  cause  more  long-term  damage  to  fish 
habitats  than  chemical  delivery  to  surface 
waters. 

Avoid  delivery'  of  chemical  retardant,  foam,  or 
additives  to  surface  waters.  An  exception 
warranted  where  overriding  immediate  safety' 
imperatives  exist.  An  exception  may  be 
warranted  when  the  action  agency,  with 
concurrence  from  a resource  advisor  and  a 
fisheries  biologist,  determines  an  escape  fire 
would  cause  more  long-term  damage  to  fish 
habitats  than  chemical  delivery  to  surface 
waters. 

FM-4 

Design  prescribed  burn  projects  and 
prescriptions  to  contribute  to  the  attainment 
of  the  Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

Design  prescribed  burn  projects  and 
prescriptions  to  contribute  to  the  attainment 
of  the  Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

FM-5 

Immediately  establish  an  emergency  team  to 
develop  a rehabilitation  treatment  plan  to 
attain  Riparian  Management  Objectives  and 
avoid  adverse  effects  on  native  inland  fish 
whenever  RHCAs  are  significandy  damaged  by 
wildfire,  suppression  activities  or  prescribed 
fire  burning  out  of  prescription. 

Lands 

UM 

Require  instream  flows  and  habitat  conditions 
for  hydroelectric  and  other  surface  water 
development  proposals  that  maintain  or 
restore  riparian  resources,  favorable  channel 
conditions,  and  fish  passage,  reproduction  and 

Require  instream  flows  and  habitat  conditions 
for  hydroelectric  and  other  surface  water 
development  proposals  that  maintain  or 
restore  riparian  resources,  favorable  channel 
conditions,  and  fish  passage,  reproduction  and 
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INFISH 

Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

growth.  Coordinate  this  process  with  the 
appropriate  State  agencies.  During  re-licensing 
of  hydroelectric  projects,  provide  written  and 
timely  license  conditions  to  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  that  require 
fish  passage  and  flows  and  habitat  conditions 
that  maintain/ restore  riparian  resources  and 
channel  integrity.  Coordinate  re-licensing 
projects  with  the  appropriate  State  agencies. 

growth.  Coordinate  this  process  with  the 
appropriate  State  agencies.  During  re-licensing 
of  hydroelectric  projects,  provide  written  and 
timely  license  conditions  to  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  that  require 
fish  passage  and  flows  and  habitat  conditions 
that  maintain/ restore  riparian  resources  and 
channel  integrity.  Coordinate  re-licensing 
projects  with  the  appropriate  State  agencies. 

LH-2 

Locate  new  hydroelectric  ancillary  facilities 
outside  RHCAs.  For  existing  ancillary  facilities 
inside  the  RHCA  that  are  essential  to  proper 
management,  provide  recommendations  to 
FERC  to  assure  that  the  facilities  would  not 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  that  adverse 
effects  on  inland  native  fish  are  avoided. 

Where  these  objectives  cannot  be  met,  provide 
recommendations  to  FERC  that  such  ancillary 
facilities  should  be  relocated.  Locate,  operate 
and  maintain  hydroelectric  facilities  that  must 
be  located  in  RHCAs  to  avoid  effects  that 
would  retard  or  prevent  attainment  of  the 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  avoid 
adverse  effects  on  inland  native  fish. 

Locate  new  hydroelectric  anciUaty’  facilities 
outside  RCAs.  For  existing  anciUaty'  faciUties 
inside  the  RCA  that  are  essential  to  proper 
management,  provide  recommendations  to 
FERC  to  assure  that  the  facUities  would  not 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  that  adverse 
effects  on  native  fish  are  avoided.  Where 
these  objectives  cannot  be  met,  provide 
recommendations  to  FERC  that  such  ancUlaiy 
facilities  should  be  relocated.  Locate,  operate 
and  maintain  hydroelectric  facilities  that  must 
be  located  in  RCAs  to  avoid  effects  that  would 
delay  or  prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  avoid  adverse 
effects  on  native  fish. 

LH-3 

Issue  leases,  permits,  rights-of-way,  and 
easements  to  avoid  effects  that  would  retard  or 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  avoid  adverse 
effects  on  inland  native  fish.  Where  the 
authority  to  do  so  was  retained,  adjust  existing 
leases,  permits,  right-of-way,  and  easements  to 
eliminate  effects  that  would  retard  or  prevent 
attainment  of  the  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  or  adversely  affect  native  aquatic 
species  and/ or  water  quality.  Priority  for 
modifying  existing  leases,  permits,  right-of-way 
and  easements  would  be  based  on  the  current 
and  potential  adverse  effects  on  inland  native 
fish,  and  the  ecological  value  of  the  riparian 
resources  affected. 

Issue  leases,  permits,  rights-of-way,  and 
easements  to  avoid  effects  that  would  delay  or 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  native  fish. 

WTaere  the  authority  to  do  so  was  retained, 
adjust  existing  leases,  permits,  right-of-way, 
and  easements  to  eliminate  effects  that  would 
delay  or  prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  or  adversely  affect 
native  aquatic  species  and/ or  water  quality. 
Priority  for  modifying  existing  leases,  permits, 
right-of-way  and  easements  would  be  based  on 
the  current  and  potential  adverse  effects  on 
native  fish,  and  the  ecological  value  of  the 
riparian  resources  affected. 

LH-4 

Use  land  acquisition,  exchange  and 
conservation  easements  to  meet  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  facilitate 
restoration  of  fish  stocks  and  other  species  at 
risk  of  extinction. 

Use  land  acquisition,  exchange  and 
conserv'ation  easements  to  meet  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  and  facilitate 
restoration  of  fish  stocks  and  other  species  at 
risk  of  extinction. 

General  Riparian 
Area  Mgmt 

RA-1 

Identify  and  coordinate  with  F’ederal.  Tribal, 
State  and  local  governments  to  secure  instream 
flows  needed  to  maintain  riparian  resources, 
channel  conditions  and  aquatic  habitat. 

Identify  and  coordinate  with  b'cderal.  Tribal, 
State  and  local  governments  to  secure  instream 
flows  needed  to  maintain  riparian  resources, 
channel  conditions  and  aquatic  habitat. 
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Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

RA-2 

Trees  may  be  felled  in  RHCAs  when  they  pose 
a safety  risk.  Keep  felled  trees  on  site  when 
needed  to  meet  woody  debris  objectives. 

Trees  may  be  felled  in  RCAs  when  they  pose  a 
safety  risk.  Keep  felled  trees  on  site  when 
needed  to  meet  woody  debris  objectives. 

RA-3 

Apply  herbicides,  pesticides,  and  other 
toxicants,  and  other  chemicals  in  a manner 
that  does  not  retard  or  prevent  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  and  avoids 
adverse  effects  on  inland  native  fish. 

Apply  herbicides,  pesticides,  and  other 
toxicants,  and  other  chemicals  in  a manner 
that  does  not  delay  or  prevent  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  within  the 
expected,  near  natural  period  of  restoration  as 
determined  by  an  aquatic,  soils,  and/or 
riparian  specialist,  and  avoids  adverse  effects 
on  native  fish. 

R.\-4 

Prohibit  storage  of  fuels  and  other  toxicants 
within  RHCAs.  Prohibit  refueling  within 
RHCAs  unless  there  are  no  other  alternatives. 
Refueling  sites  within  an  RHCA  must  be 
approved  by  the  Forest  Service  or  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  and  have  an  approved  spill 
containment  plan. 

Prohibit  storage  of  fuels  and  other  toxicants 
and  refueling  within  RCAs  unless  there  are  no 
other  practicable  alternatives.  Refueling  sites 
and  storage  areas  within  an  RCA  must  be 
approved  and  have  an  approved  spiU 
containment  plan. 

RA-5 

Locate  water  drafting  sites  to  avoid  adverse 
effects  to  inland  native  fish  and  instream 
flows,  and  in  a manner  that  does  not  retard  or 
prevent  attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives. 

Locate  water  drafting  sites  to  avoid  adverse 
effects  to  native  fish  and  instream  flows,  and 
in  a manner  that  does  not  delay  or  prevent 
attainment  of  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  within  the  expected,  near  natural 
period  of  restoration  as  determined  by  an 
aquatic,  soils,  and/ or  riparian  specialist. 

Watershed  and 

Habitat 

Restoration 

\X'R-1 

Design  and  implement  watershed  restoration 
projects  in  a manner  that  promotes  the  long- 
term ecological  integrity  of  ecosystems, 
conserves  the  genetic  integrity  of  native 
species,  and  contributes  to  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

Design  and  implement  watershed  restoration 
projects  in  a manner  that  promotes  the  long- 
term ecological  integrity  of  ecosystems, 
conserves  the  genetic  integrity  of  native 
species,  and  contributes  to  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

VCR-2 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  local  and  Tribal 
agencies  and  private  landowners  to  develop 
watershed-based  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plans  (CRMPs)  or  other 
cooperative  agreements  to  meet  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  local  and  Tribal 
agencies  and  private  landowners  to  develop 
watershed-based  Coordinated  Resource 
Management  Plans  (CRMPs)  or  other 
cooperative  agreements  to  meet  Riparian 
Management  Objectives. 

Fisheries  and 

Wildlife 

Restoration 

FVC^-1 

Design  and  implement  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
restoration  and  enhancement  actions  in  a 
manner  that  contributes  to  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

Design  and  implement  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 
restoration  and  enhancement  actions  in  a 
manner  that  contributes  to  attainment  of 
Riparian  Management  Objectives. 

m-1 

Design,  construct,  and  operate  fish  and  wildlife 
interpretive  and  other  user-enhancement 
facilities  in  a manner  that  does  not  retard  or 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  or  adversely  affect 
inland  native  fish.  For  existing  fish  and 

Design,  construct,  and  operate  fish  and  wildlife 
interpretive  and  other  user-enhancement 
facilities  in  a manner  that  does  not  delay  or 
prevent  attainment  of  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  or  adversely  affect 
native  fish.  For  existing  fish  and  wildlile 
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Original  Conservation  Measures 

Direction  in  the  CdA  RMP  (CNFish 
Strategy) 

wildlife  interpretive  and  other  user- 
enhancement  facilities  inside  RHCAs,  assure 
the  Riparian  Management  Objectives  are  met 
and  adverse  effected  on  inland  native  fish  are 
avoided.  Where  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  cannot  be  met  or  adverse  effects  on 
inland  native  fish  avoided,  relocate  or  close 
such  facilities. 

interpretive  and  other  user-enhancement 
facilities  inside  RCAs,  assure  the  Riparian 
Management  Objectives  are  met  and  adverse 
effected  on  native  fish  are  avoided.  Where 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  cannot  be 
met  or  adverse  effects  on  native  fish  avoided, 
relocate  or  close  such  facilities. 

F\X^-3 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  and  State  wildlife 
management  agencies  to  identify  and  eliminate 
wild  ungulate  impacts  that  prevent  attainment 
of  the  Riparian  Management  Objectives  or 
adversely  affect  inland  native  fish. 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  and  State  wildlife 
management  agencies  to  identify  and  eliminate 
wild  ungulate  impacts  that  prevent  attainment 
of  the  Riparian  Management  Objectives  or 
adversely  affect  native  fish. 

FW-4 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  and  State  fish 
management  agencies  to  identify  and  eliminate 
adverse  effects  on  native  anadromous  fish 
associated  with  habitat  manipulation,  fish 
stocking,  fish  harvest,  and  poaching. 

Cooperate  with  Federal,  and  State  fish 
management  agencies  to  identify  and  eliminate 
adverse  effects  on  native  anadromous  fish 
associated  with  habitat  manipulation,  fish 
stocking,  fish  harvest,  and  poaching. 

Conservation  and 

Restoration 

Watersheds 

Areas  in  good  condition  would  serve  as 
anchors  for  the  potential  recovery  of 
depressed  stocks,  and  also  would  provide 
colonists  for  adjacent  areas  where  habitat  had 
been  degraded  by  land  management  or  natural 
events.  Those  areas  of  lower  quality  habitat 
with  high  potential  for  restoration  would 
become  future  sources  of  good  habitat  with 
the  implementation  of  a comprehensive 
restoration  program.  Priority  watersheds 
would  have  the  highest  priority  for  restoration, 
monitoring  and  watershed  analysis. 

Determine  what  watersheds  are 
“Conservation”  watersheds  and  which  ones 
are  “Restoration”  watersheds. 

See  Appendix  E 

Restoration 
Watershed  Criteria 

1 . Watersheds  with  stocks  listed  pursuant  to 
the  Endangered  Species  Act,  or  stocks 
identified  in  the  1991  American  Fisheries 
Society  report  as  “at  risk”. 

2.  Watersheds  that  contain  excellent  habitat  for 
mixed  salmonid  assemblages. 

3.  Degraded  watersheds  with  a high  restoration 
potential. 

Conservation 
watershed  criteria 

1.  Watersheds  with  excellent  habitat  or  strong 
assemblages  of  inland  native  fish,  with  a 
priority  on  bull  trout  populations. 

2.  Watersheds  that  provide  for  meta- 
population objectives. 

3.  Degraded  watersheds  with  high  restoration 
potential. 
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Original  Conservation  Measures 
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Strategy) 

Watershed 
Analysis  — 
Biological 
Opinion 

Priority  watersheds  are  highest  priority  for 
watershed  analysis.  Complete  watershed 
analysis  in  existing  INFISH  priority' 
watersheds,  and  special  emphasis  watersheds. 
Project  decisions  will  be  guided  by  the  results 
of  watershed  analysis. 

When  feasible  the  BLM  will  coordinate  with 
the  FS  with  their  watershed  analysis  schedule 
but  BLM  will  not  be  a lead  on  watershed 
analysis  due  to  our  scattered  land  patterns.  For 
small  tracts  of  federal  land  associated  with  high 
value  salmonid  habitats,  the  BLM  will  use 
focused  analysis  at  the  reach,  watershed,  or 
subbasin  scales.^ 

Watershed 
Analysis 
- Biological 
Opinion 

As  part  of  watersheds  analyses,  road 
inventories,  and  other  appropriate  information 
will  be  used  to  collaborate  with  NOAA  and 
FW'S  in  developing  restoration  strategies. 
Restoration  strategies  will  be  used  to  identify 
key  processes  needing  attention,  prioritize  key 
locations  and  project  U'pes,  address 
implementation  and  scheduling  issues  and 
provide  a preliminary  estimate  of  costs.  These 
strategies  will  sen'e  as  the  primary  framework 
for  implementation  of  integrated  restoration 
activities.  (BO). 

Roads  analysis  is  part  of  the  plan  revision  and 
will  continue  to  be  a part  of  larger  watershed 
assessments. 

Road  Inventories 

Biological  Opinion 

Continue  updating  road  inventories. 

Current  road  inventories  are  being  used  as  part 
of  the  base  for  plan  revision. 

Watershed 

Restoration 

Biological  Opinion 

The  FS  and  BLM  in  cooperation  with  NOAA- 
Fisheries  and  the  USFWS  will  develop  and 
implement  strategies  that  will  integrate  and 
coordinate  restoration,  protection,  and 
evaluation  measures 

(construction/ maintenance,  flood  repair, 
watershed  and  fish  habitat  improvements,  etc.) 
to  expeditiously  achieve  restoration  objectives 
at  multiple  scales.  Restoration  opportunities 
win  be  identified  through  an  agreed  upon 
approach  using  existing  funding,  information 
and  programs,  and  incorporating  new 
information  as  it  becomes  available.  The 
Interim  Watershed  Restoration  Strategy  was  completed 
in  May,  2000  and  is  available  to  the  field  units. 

The  Cd’A  RAIP  will  include  consers'ation  and 
restoration  strategies/ themes  for  watersheds. 
See  Appendix  E. 

Monitoring 
Biological  Opinion 

Monitoring  is  an  important  component  of  the 
proposed  interim  direction.  The  primary  focus 
is  to  verify  that  the  standards  and  guidelines 
were  applied  during  the  project 
implementation. 

Cd’A  BLM  monitoring  will  address 
effectiveness  of  implementing  standards  and 
guidelines. 

As  described  in  the  FS/BLM  memorandum  dated  July  29,  2004;  Clarification  of  NMFS  and  USFWS  1998  Biological 
Opinion  Requirements  for  completing  Watershed  Analysis  (PACFISH,  INFISH)  and  Subbasin 
Assessments  (PACFISH  only) 
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APPENDIX  E - CONSERVATION  AND  RESTORATION 

WATERSHEDS 


Appendix  E:  Conservation  and  Restoration  Watersheds 


Conservation  Area  Designation 

Conser\'ation  areas  are  the  subwatersheds  in  which  current  watershed  processes  and  conditions  have  resulted 
in  natural  landscape  patterns.  Hydrologic  function,  such  as  sediment  amounts  and  stream  flow  regimes 
resulting  from  disturbances  are  within  a natural  range  of  frequency,  duration,  and  intensity.  Waters  are 
meeting  designated  or  existing  beneficial  uses.  High  quality  water  is  common  to  provide  both  current  and 
future  public  drinking  water  supplies.  Land  uses  and  human  activities  do  not  strongly  influence  landscape 
pattern  or  hydrologic  function,  as  indicated  by  low  road  density  and  few  stream  crossings.  Examples  of 
conserv^ation  areas  include  wilderness  and  many  of  the  roadless  subwatersheds. 

As  a general  rule  minimal  investment  over  time  is  needed  to  maintain  function  and  critical  instream  and 
upland  habitat  elements  in  these  conser\^ation-designated  watersheds. 

Restoration  Area  Designation 

Restoration  areas  are  the  subwatersheds  where  biological  and  physical  processes  and  conditions  do  not  reflect 
natural  patterns  because  of  past  and  long-term  land  disturbances.  These  disturbances  are  a result  of  past 
activities  such  as  extensive  roads  network,  timber  harvest  near  stream  channels,  stream  channel  changes 
caused  by  mining,  and  riparian  damage  due  to  unmanaged  livestock  grazing.  The  common  effect  of  these 
disturbances  are  long-term  (decades)  increase  of  sediment  deposition  in  streams,  loss  of  large  woody  debris 
recruitment  to  stream  channels,  abnormal  hydrologic  patterns  (water  flows),  and  elevated  water  temperatures. 
Cumulative  impacts  from  human  caused  disturbances  and  periodic  natural  events  such  as  large  fires, 
landslides,  and  floods  exacerbate  abnormal  watershed  and  biological  conditions. 

Active  management  is  required  to  restore  the  physical  and  biological  function  to  their  natural  range  of 
frequency,  duration,  and  intensity.  Identification  and  assessment  of  the  significant  adverse  impacts  to  habitat 
wiU  allow  managers  to  focus  restoration  efforts  in  the  most  cost  effective  manner  to  achieve  hydrologic  and 
biological  recover\^  This  implies  that  1)  there  is  a range  of  treatment  intensities  and  desired  landscape 
responses,  and  2)  not  aU  impacts  need  be  treated  to  achieve  goals. 

Priority  Designations 

Primaty'  issues  considered  in  ranking  status  and  risks  are  water  quality,  riparian  habitat,  existing  aquatic  species 
diversity,  and  potential  fisheries  habitats  productivity.  Opportunities  considered  the  expected  cost  and 
response  time  to  effect  measurable  changes  toward  achieving  goals. 

Population  Strongholds 

VC'atersheds  of  value  for  protection  of  populations  of  federally  listed  and  proposed  aquatic  species  and  narrow 
endemics  (i.e.  population  strongholds)  were  ranked  high  priority.  The  intent  is  that  strongholds  will  provide 
high  quality  habitat  for  species  and  support  expansion  and  recolonization  of  species  to  adjacent  watersheds. 
Population  strongholds  may  be  added,  deleted,  or  modified,  based  on  new  information. 

High  Priority  Criteria  - Conserve  Area  Designation 

1 . Population  strongholds  for  federally  listed  and  proposed  aquatic  species  and  narrow  endemics,  based 
on  high  genetic  integrity,  connectivity  of  subpopulations,  and  restoration/ expansion  potential  into 
adjacent  watersheds  OR; 

2.  Fish  species  assemblages  contribute  to  high  biological  diversity.  Habitats  support  productive  or 
unique  populations  and  key  salmonid  species  exhibit  full  range  of  life  history  diversity.  The 
assumption  is  that  the  aquatic  community  is  largely  intact,  and  is  a potential  source  of  individuals  to 
nearby  recovering  populations  AND; 

3.  Water  quality  supports  designated  and  existing  beneficial  uses;  OR 

4.  Municipal  (public)  water  supplies. 
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Appendix  E.  Conservation  and  Restoration  Wetlands 


Moderate  Priority  Criteria  - Conserve  Area  Designation 

1.  Fish  species  assemblages  represent  moderate  biological  diversity  AND; 

2.  Water  quality  supports  designated  and  existing  beneficial  uses. 

High  Priority  Criteria  - Restore  Area  Designation 

1 . Population  strongholds  for  federally  listed  and  proposed  aquatic  species  and  narrow  endemics,  based 
on  high  genetic  integrity,  connectivity  of  subpopulations,  and  restoration/expansion  potential  into 
adjacent  watersheds  OR; 

2.  Habitat  potential  for  highly  productive  or  unique  fish  communities  with  restoration  efforts.  Loss  of 
connected  populations,  competition  or  genetic  introgression  with  non-native  species  has  caused  the 
loss  of  diversity  of  some  unique  populations  such  as  key  salmonids  species.  The  assumption  is  that 
the  aquatic  community  is  largely  intact,  but  not  resilient  to  landscape  disturbance  events,  nor 
provides  a source  of  individuals  to  nearby  recovering  populations  AND; 

3.  Water  quality  may  not  support  all  designated  and  existing  beneficial  uses  OR: 

4.  Municipal  (public)  water  supply. 

Moderate  Priority  Criteria  - Restore  Area  Designation 

1.  Potential  for  moderately  productive  fish  habitat  with  restoration  efforts.  Long-term  loss  of 
connected  populations,  competition  or  genetic  introgression  with  non-native  species  has  caused  the 
loss  of  diversity  of  some  unique  populations  such  as  key  salmonids  species.  The  assumption  is  that 
the  aquatic  community  is  largely  intact,  but  not  resilient  to  landscape  disturbance  events,  nor 
provides  a source  of  individuals  to  nearby  recovering  populations  AND; 

2.  Water  quality  may  not  support  all  designated  and  existing  beneficial  uses  OR: 

3.  Municipal  (public)  water  use  is  a future  possibility. 

Low  Priority  Criteria  - Restore  Area  Designation 

1.  There  is  a minor  amount  of  fish  habitat.  Long-term  loss  of  connected  populations,  competition  or 
genetic  introgression  with  non-native  species  has  caused  the  loss  of  diversity  of  key  salmonids 
species.  The  assumption  is  that  the  aquatic  community  is  not  intact,  and  not  highly  resilient  to  natural 
events,  nor  provides  a source  of  individuals  to  nearby  recovering  populations  AND; 

2.  Water  quality  may  not  support  all  designated  and  existing  beneficial  uses  AND: 

3.  Municipal  (public)  water  is  not  considered  as  a future  use. 


Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Conservation  and  Restoration  Watersheds 


6‘h  Field  HUC 
Number 

Subwatershed  Name 

Management 

Objective 

Priority 

Little  North  Fork  Clearwater 

170603080904 

Lund  Creek 

Conservation 

High* 

Little  Lost  Creek 

Conservation 

High* 

South  Fork  Coeur  d’Alene 

170103020501 

Mainstem  Pine  Creek,  below 
confluence 

Restoration 

Moderate 

East  Fork  Pine  Creek 

Restoration 

High 

West  Fork  Pine  Creek 

Restoration 

Moderate 

Highland  Creek 

Restoration 

Moderate 

Hunter  Creek 

Restoration 

Moderate 

170103020301 

West  Fork  Ninemile  Creek 

Restoration 

Moderate 

170103020202 

Placer  Creek 

Restoration 

High 

170103020401 

Rock  Creek 

Restoration 

Moderate 

Coeur  d’Alene  Lake 

17010303 

Upper  Latour  Creek 

Conser\’ation 

Moderate 
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Appendix  E.  Conservation  and  Restoration  Wetlands 


6'h  Field  HUG 
Number 

Subwatershed  Name 

Management 

Objective 

Priority 

St.  Joe  River 

170103040801 

Rochat  Creek 

Conservation 

Moderate 

*Population  Strongholds  for  bull  trout,  as  delineated  in  the  draft  Bull  Trout  Recover}'  Plan. 


It  is  possible  that  the  BLM  may  pick  a watershed  not  listed  in  the  table  for  restoration  work,  especially  if  there 
are  partnership  opportunities.  Priorities  may  change  as  we  receive  new  information  such  as  new  listing  or 
delisting  of  species  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Watersheds  not  currently  prioritized  and  listed  on  the 
table  are  those  where  BLM  ownership  is  relatively  minor,  isolated,  or  otherwise  limits  opportunities  for 
effective  restoration  projects. 
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APPENDIX  F - MINERAL  LEASING  STIPULATIONS 


Appendix  F:  Mineral  Leasing  Surface  Use  Stipulations 

Apply  only  to  mineral  leasing. 

Definitions: 

No  Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  = Closed  to  placement  of  surface  facilities  or  any 
surface  disturbing  activity 

Controlled  Surface  Use  (CSU)  = Activity  is  only  subject  to  restraints  specified  in  the 
stipulation  description 

Timing  Limitation  (TL)  = Activity  is  subject  to  restraints  during  the  time  period  specified 
in  the  stipulation  description  (i.e.  seasonal). 

Exception  = One-time  exemption 

Modification  = Change  to  the  language  or  provisions 

Waiver  = Permanent  exemption 


Stip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

NSO-1 

ACEC 
WSR  (Wild) 

77 

5,599 

458 

Stipulation:  Surface  occupancy  is  prohibited  within 
all  ACECs  to  protect  natural  processes  and  historic, 
cultural,  scenic,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  resources;  or 
to  protect  the  public  from  natural  hazards;  and 
within  river  corridors  suitable  for  wild  designation 
under  the  WSR  Act  to  protect  special  values. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  an  environmental  analysis  of  a 
proposed  action  reveals  that  these  values  would 
not  be  impacted,  or  that  impacts  could  be 
adequately  mitigated. 

Modification:  The  boundaries  of  the  stipulated  area 
may  be  modified  if  the  ACEC  or  suitable  river 
corridor  boundaries  are  modified. 

Waiver:  The  stipulation  may  be  waived  if  the  ACEC 
designation  is  lifted. 
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Appendix  F.  Mincnil  Leasing  Surface  Use  Stipulations 


Stip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

NSO-2 

Fisheries,  Special 
Status  Fish,  Aquatic 
Species,  Riparian 
and  Wetland 
Vegetation 

9,099 

9,099 

9,099 

Stipulation:  Surface  occupancy  is  prohibited  within; 

• 91  meters  (300  feet)  offish-bearing  streams 

• 46  meters  (150  feet)  of  permanently  flowing 
non-fish  bearing  streams, 

• 46  meters  (150  feet)  of  ponds,  lakes, 
reservoirs,  and  wetlands  greater  than  1 acre 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  an  environmental  assessment  reveals 
that  a proposed  action  may  affect  but  is  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect  a special  status  species,  or 
concurrence  is  obtained  from  the  USFWS  (through 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act),  to  allow  an  adverse  effect  to  a listed  species. 

Modification:  Buffer  distances  may  change  based 
on  monitoring  and  scientific  research. 

Waiver.  None. 

NSO-3 

Cultural  Resources 

2,870 

0 

2,897 

Stipulation:  Surface  occupancy  is  prohibited  within 
areas  of  cultural  or  spiritual  value  to  Native 
American  Tribes. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  environmental  analysis  and  Tribal 
consultation  on  a proposed  action  reveals  that 
these  values  would  not  be  impacted,  or  that 
impacts  could  be  adequately  mitigated. 

Modification:  Through  Tribal  consultation,  the 
boundaries  of  these  areas  may  be  changed. 

Waiver.  This  stipulation  may  be  waived  with  written 
approval  from  the  concerned  Native  American 
Tribal  Councils. 
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Slip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

NSO-4 

Raptor  Nests 

1,567 

1,567 

1,567 

Stipulation:  Surface  occupancy  is  prohibited  within 
1/2  mile  of  identified  nests. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  concurrence  is  obtained  from  the 
USFWS  (through  applicable  provisions  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  Eagle  Protection  Act,  or 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act),  to  interrupt  active 
nesting  attempts  and/or  cause  short  or  long  term 
adverse  modification  of  suitable  nest  site 
characteristics.  An  exception  may  also  be  granted 
by  the  authorized  officer  if  environmental  analysis 
of  a proposed  action  reveals  that  it  would  not  impair 
the  function  or  utility  of  the  nest  site  for  current  or 
subsequent  nest  activities  or  occupancy. 

Modification:  The  area  of  application  of  the  NSO 
may  be  modified  pending  determination  that  a 
portion  of  the  NSO  area  is  not  essential  to  nest  site 
functions  or  utility:  or  that  the  nature  or  conduct  of 
the  activity,  as  proposed  or  conditioned,  would  not 
impair  the  function  or  utility  of  the  nest  site  for 
current  or  subsequent  nest  activities  or  occupancy. 
The  stipulation  may  also  be  modified  if  the 
proponent,  BLM,  and  where  necessary,  other 
affected  interests,  negotiate  compensation  that 
satisfactorily  offsets  anticipated  impacts  to  raptor 
breeding  activities  and/or  habitats.  Modifications 
could  also  occur  if  sufficient  information  is  provided 
that  supports  the  contention  that  the  action  would 
not  contribute  to  the  suppression  of  breeding 
population  densities  or  the  population’s  production 
or  recruitment  regime  from  a Geographic  Reference 
Area  perspective.  If  a species  status  is 
downgraded,  or  delisted,  the  NSO  buffer  area  may 
be  modified  to  an  appropriate  level. 

Waiver.  A waiver  may  be  granted  if  the  species 
becomes  extinct  or  if  site  conditions  change  such 
that  there  is  no  reasonable  likelihood  of  occupation 
for  a subsequent  minimum  period  of  10  years. 

Proposed  (,omr  d'Alene  Resource  Manajiement  Plan  and  Mnal  \invironmental  Impact  Statement 


l<-3 


Appendix  F.  Mineral  Leasing  Surface  Use  Stipulations 


Stip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

NSO-5 

Special  Status  Plant 
Species  and  rare 
plant  communities. 

0 

15,716 

15,716 

Stipulation:  No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed 
on  known  habitat  of  special  status  plant  species 
and  rare  plant  communities. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  an  environmental  assessment  reveals 
that  a proposed  action  may  affect  but  is  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect  a special  status  species,  or 
concurrence  is  obtained  from  the  USFWS  (through 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act),  to  allow  an  adverse  effect  to  a listed  species. 

Modification:  The  area  of  application  may  be 
modified  based  on  inventory  and  scientific 
research. 

Waiver.  None. 

NSO-6 

Public  - from 
Hazardous  Materials 

51 

0 

148 

Stipulation:  No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  in 
areas  where  hazardous  materials  are  known  to 
exist. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  environmental  analysis  of  a proposed 
action  reveals  that  it  would  not  further  expose  the 
public  or  the  environment  to  hazardous  materials. 

Modification:  The  area  of  application  for  this 
stipulation  may  change  based  on  discovery  or 
removal  of  hazardous  materials. 

Waiver:  This  stipulation  will  be  waived  if  all 
hazardous  materials  are  removed  from  the  area. 

NSO-7 

Developed 
Recreation  Sites, 
Administrative  Sites 

2,025 

2,025 

2,025 

Stipulation:  No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed 
within  the  vicinity  of  developed  recreation  sites  or 
sites  used  for  agency  administrative  purposes. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  environmental  analysis  of  a proposed 
action  reveals  that  it  would  not  adversely  impact  the 
use  of  the  site. 

Modification:  The  area  of  application  for  this 
stipulation  may  change  based  on  future  site 
development. 

Waiver:  This  stipulation  will  be  waived  if  the  site  is 
no  longer  used  for  recreational  or  administrative 
purposes. 
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Stip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

CSU-1 

VRM  Class  II 

14,312 

40,740 

22,242 

Stipulation:  All  surface-disturbing  activities,  semi- 
permanent and  permanent  facilities  in  VRM  class  II 
areas  may  require  special  design  including  location, 
painting,  and  camouflage  to  blend  with  the  natural 
surroundings  and  meet  the  visual  quality  objectives 
of  the  area. 

Exception:  None. 

Modification:  None. 

Waiver:  This  stipulation  may  be  waived  if  the 
authorized  officer  determines  that  there  is  no  longer 
VRM  Class  II  within  the  area  of  application. 

CSU-2 

Special  Status 
Terrestrial  Wildlife 

39,262 

39,262 

39,262 

Stipulation:  No  surface-disturbing  activities,  semi- 
permanent and  permanent  facilities  will  be 
authorized  which  may  impact  special  status 
terrestrial  wildlife. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  an  environmental  assessment  reveals 
that  a proposed  action  may  affect  but  is  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect  a special  status  species,  or 
concurrence  is  obtained  from  the  USFWS  (through 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act),  to  allow  an  adverse  effect  to  a listed  species. 

Modification:  The  area  of  application  for  this 
stipulation  may  change  based  on  listing  of  new 
species  by  USFWS,  or  when  the  status  of  a species 
changes. 

Waiver:  This  stipulation  will  be  waived  if  the 
species  of  concern  becomes  extinct  or  is  no  longer 
identified  as  a special  status  species. 

CSU-3 

Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas, 
WSR  (Scenic  & 
Recreation) 

55,117 

40,736 

59,021 

Stipulation:  No  surface-disturbing  activities  semi- 
permanent and  permanent  facilities  will  be 
authorized  which  may  adversely  impact  the  use  of 
these  areas  for  recreation  purposes. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  environmental  analysis  indicates  that  a 
proposed  action  would  not  adversely  impact 
recreational  use. 

Modification:  None. 

Waiver:  None. 
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Stip 

Protected  Resource 

Acres 

AltB 

Acres 

AltC 

Acres 

AltD 

Description 

TL-1 

Deer  and  Elk  Winter 
Range 

27,852 

27,582 

27,852 

Stipulation:  No  construction  or  development 
activities  will  be  allowed  within  deer  or  elk  winter 
range  between  December  15  and  March  31. 

Exception:  The  authorized  officer  may  grant  an 
exception  if  environmental  analysis  indicates  that  a 
proposed  action  would  not  adversely  impact  use  of 
this  habitat. 

Modification:  Area  of  application  for  this  stipulation 
may  change  based  on  monitoring  and  scientific 
research. 

Waiver:  None 

TL-2 

Bald  Eagle  Winter 
Feeding  Area 

285 

285 

285 

Stipulation:  No  ground  disturbing  activity  is  allowed 
within  winter  feeding  areas  November  15  to 
February  15. 

Exception:  An  exception  may  be  granted  by  the 
authorized  officer  if  concurrence  is  obtained  from 
the  USFWS  (through  applicable  provisions  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  Eagle  Protection  Act,  or 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act),  to  interrupt  feeding 
activities  and/or  cause  short  or  long  term  adverse 
modification  of  suitable  roost  site  characteristics. 
The  Area  Manager  may  also  grant  an  exception  if 
an  environmental  analysis  indicates  that  the  nature 
or  conduct  of  the  action,  as  proposed  or 
conditioned,  would  not  impair  the  function  or  utility 
of  the  site  for  current  or  subsequent  feeding 
activities. 

Modification:  The  stipulation  may  be  modified  if  an 
environmental  analysis  indicates  that  a portion  of 
the  area  is  nonessential  to  winter  feeding,  or  that 
the  proposed  action  could  be  conditioned  to  not 
impair  the  function  or  utility  of  the  site  for  current  or 
subsequent  feeding  activities.  The  stipulation  may 
also  be  modified  commensurate  with  changes  in 
species  status. 

Waiver.  The  stipulation  may  be  waived  if  the 
species  becomes  extinct  or  if  the  site  has  failed  to 
support  feeding  activities  over  a minimum  three 
year  period.  A waiver  may  also  apply  if  the  area  has 
changed  such  that  there  is  no  reasonable  likelihood 
of  use  for  a subsequent  minimum  period  of  10 
years. 
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Appendix  G:  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  the  Alternatives 


This  appendix  contains  a description  of  how  BLM  determined  the  proposed  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  and  Research  Natural  Areas  (RNAs)  for  the  RMP  alternatives 

The  first  steps  in  the  process  were  to  identify  nominations  for  ACECs/RNAs  and  determine  if  they  met  the 
criteria  outlined  in  43  CFR  1610.7-2.  BLM  conducted  this  analysis  and  prepared  a report.  This  appendix 
contains  an  extract  of  this  report.  The  fuU  report  is  available  at  the  CdA  FO,  or  online  at 
http:/ /w\^'W.blm.gov/rmp/id/cda/.  BLM  determined  that  21  areas  met  the  criteria.  These  areas  are  referred 
to  as  potential  ACECs/RNAs. 

The  next  step  was  to  determine  whether  the  special  values  within  each  of  these  areas  warranted  designation, 
or  whether  the  values  were  afforded  appropriate  protection  by  other  management  direction  under  each  RMP 
alternative.  Only  the  two  RNAs  that  currently  exist  were  carried  forward  under  aU  alternatives.  Under 
alternative  C,  all  21  areas  were  identified  for  designation  to  allow  comparison.  During  development  of 
Alternative  D,  BLM  found  that  the  values  for  16  of  the  areas  were  protected  by  other  management  direction 
(see  Table  G-1  below).  Alternative  D identifies  the  other  five  areas  (Farnham  Forest  RNA,  Hideaway  Islands 
RNA,  Windy  Bay  RNA,  Pulaski  Tunnel  ACEC,  and  Lund  Creek  RNA)  for  designation. 


Table  G-1:  Management  Direction  to  Protect  Values  of  Areas  Not  Designated  ACECs/RNAs 
under  Alternative  D 


Area  Not  Designated Values 


Management  Direction  Providing 
Protection 


Constitution  Mine  & 
MiUsite 


Gamlin  Lake 


Mine  tailings  hazard,  bioreactor  safety 
concern,  cultural 

Wetland  and  riparian  areas,  Idaho  BLM 
sensitive  plant  species,  migratory  birds 


Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 
Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

CNFISH  (See  Appendix  D) 

Actions  to  protect  special  status  plant 
species  under  Special  Status  Species 


Actions  to  protect  terrestrial  wildlife 
habitat  under  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Hecla-Star  Tailings  Piles  Mine  tailings  hazard  Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 

Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

KiUarney  Lake  Bull  trout,  bald  eagles,  migratory  birds,  CNFISH  (See  Appendix  D) 

mine  tailings  hazard 

Actions  to  protect  special  status 
species 

Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 
Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 


Designation  as  a Special  Recreation 
Management  Area 
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Table  G-1:  Management  Direction  to  Protect  Values  of  Areas  Not  Designated  ACECs/RNAs 
under  Alternative  D 


Management  Direction  Providing 

Area  Not  Designated Values Protection 

Kootenai  River  Front  Kootenai  River  sturgeon,  bull  trout,  CNFISH  (See  Appendix  D) 

westslope  cutthroat  trout,  bald  eagles 

Actions  to  protect  special  status 
species 


Liberal  King  MiUsite 


Historic/ cultural,  heavy  metals  hazard, 
mill  buddings  and  rock  dump  safety 
concerns 


Management  of  river  segment  as 
eligible  for  Wdd  and  Scenic  River 
designation 

Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 
Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 


Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.1 1,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 

Litde  North  Fork  Scenic,  bull  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  CNFISH  (See  Appendix  D) 

Clearwater  River  trout,  habitat  for  Coeur  d’Alene 

salamander  Actions  to  protect  special  status 

species 


Interim  management  of  Grandmother 
Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area 


Morton  Slough 


Designation  of  the  Widow  Mountain 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area 

Visual  Resource  Management  Classes 
I and  II  designations 

Bald  eagles,  old  growth  ponderosa  pine.  Actions  to  protect  special  status 
habitat  for  BLM  Sensitive  wildlife  species 


Mother  Lode  Mine 


Restrictions  on  vegetation  treatments 
in  the  vicinity  of  old  growth 

Heavy  metals  hazard,  bioreactor  safety  Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 

concern  Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 

Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.1 1,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 
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Table  G-1:  Management  Direction  to  Protect  Values  of  Areas  Not  Designated  ACECs/RNAs 
under  Alternative  D 

Management  Direction  Providing 

Area  Not  Designated Values Protection 

Nabob  Millsite  Mine  tailings  hazard,  mill  buildings  safety  Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 

concern  Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 

Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.11,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 

Rex  Millsite  Tailings  Pile  Mine  tailings  hazard,  dam  stability  issue  Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 

Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.11,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 

Rochat  Divide  Cultural,  scenic,  wolverine  Travel  management  limitations  in 

cultural  area 

Visual  Resource  Management  Classes 
I and  II  designations. 

Interim  Management  of  Cn^stal  Lake 
Wilderness  Study  Area 

Designation  as  a Special  Recreation 
Management  Area 

Acdons  to  protect  special  status 
species 

Sidney  Mine  & Millsite  Heavy  metals  hazard,  rock  dump,  Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 

bioreactor  safety  concern  Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 

Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.11,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 
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Table  G-1:  Management  Direction  to  Protect  Values  of  Areas  Not  Designated  ACECs/RNAs 
under  Alternative  D 


Area  Not  Designated Values 

W'allace  Landfill  Deleterious  materials  hazard, 

contaminated  seepage  and  run-off 


\\  e-Like  Mine  Heavy  metals  hazard,  rock  dump, 

bioreactor  safety  concern 


Management  Direction  Providing 
Protection 

Acdons  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 
Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 

Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.1 1,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 

Actions  to  prevent  public  exposure  to 
Hazardous  Materials  under  Social  and 
Economic  - Health  and  Safety 


Area  designated  as  closed  to 
motorized  vehicle  use.  In  accordance 
with  43  CFR  3809.11,  to  develop  a 
mining  claim  within  an  area  closed  to 
motorized  use,  a plan  of  development 
must  be  submitted  to,  and  approved 
by  BLM. 

Wolf  Lodge  Bay  Bull  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  bald 

eagles,  Coeur  d’Alene  salamander, 
migratory  birds 


CNFISH  (See  Appendix  D) 

Actions  to  protect  special  status 
species 


Designation  of  Lake  Coeur  d’Alene 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
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EXTRACT  FROM  THE  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN  NOMINATION  EVALUATION  REPORT 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  states  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  will  give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection  of  ACECs  in  the  development  and  revision  of  land 
use  plans.  Land  use  plans  in  the  BLM  are  known  as  Resource  Management  Plans  (RMPs)  and  the  Coeur 
d’Alene  Field  Office  is  currently  in  the  multi-year  process  of  developing  such  a plan. 

This  RMP  will  replace  the  Emerald  Empire  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP)  that  was  approved  in  1981 
and  predated  BLAFs  current  planning  system.  In  1981,  the  BLM  did  not  identify  specific  areas  for  ACEC 
designation.  However,  in  1985,  the  Coeur  d’Alene  BLM  District  Manager  issued  an  order  designating  the 
Hideaway  Islands  Research  Natural  Area  (RNA)/ACEC.  An  RNA  is  an  area  that  is  established  as  an  ACEC 
and  is  maintained  for  the  priman^  purpose  of  research  and  education  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  8223.  Then 
in  1989  the  BLAI  completed  a land  use  plan  amendment  which  designated  one  additional  RNA/ ACEC,  Lund 
Creek. 

This  report  describes  BLAI’s  evaluation  of  19  newly  nominated  areas,  as  well  as  the  re-evaluation  of  2 existing 
ACECs,  using  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  outlined  in  43  CFR  1610.7-1  (also  listed  in  the  Relevance 
and  Importance  Evaluation  Section,  later  in  this  report).  AJl  evaluated  areas  are  located  on  public  land 
managed  by  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office.  BLM  completed  these  evaluations  in  accordance  with  guidance 
provided  in  J3EM  Manual  161 3 — Mreas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

WHAT  IS  AN  ACEC? 

FLPMA  defines  an  ACEC  as  an  area  "within  the  public  lands  where  special  management  attention  is  required 
(when  such  areas  are  developed  or  used  or  where  no  development  is  required)  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  or  other 
natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards."  Therefore,  private  lands  and 
lands  administered  by  other  agencies  are  not  included  in  the  boundaries  of  ACECs.  The  ACEC  designation 
indicates  to  the  public  that  the  BLM  recognizes  that  an  area  has  significant  values  and  has  established  special 
management  measures  to  protect  those  values.  In  addition,  ACEC  designation  also  serves  as  a reminder  that 
significant  value(s)  or  resource(s)  exist  which  must  be  accommodated  when  future  management  actions  and 
land  use  proposals  are  considered  near  or  within  an  ACEC. 

ACECs  differ  from  other  special  management  designations  such  as  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  that 
designation  by  itself  does  not  automatically  prohibit  or  restrict  other  uses  in  the  area.  The  one  exception  is 
that  a mining  plan  of  operation  is  required  for  any  proposed  mining  activity  within  a designated  ACEC.  The 
ACEC  designation  is  an  administrative  designation  that  is  accomplished  through  the  land  use  planning 
process.  It  is  unique  to  the  BLM  in  that  no  other  agency  uses  this  form  of  designation.  The  intent  of 
Congress  in  mandating  the  designation  of  ACECs  through  FLPMA  was  to  give  priority  to  the  designation 
and  protection  of  areas  containing  truly  unique  and  significant  resource  values. 

THE  ACEC  DESIGNATION  PROCESS 

There  are  several  steps  in  the  identification  and  evaluation  of  ACECs.  These  steps  include:  (1)  Nomination  of 
existing  or  new  areas  to  be  considered  for  ACEC  designation;  (2)  Evaluation  of  the  nominated  areas  to 
determine  if  they  meet  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria;  (3)  Consideration  and  analysis  of  the  potential 
ACFiCs  as  management  alternatives  in  the  RMP  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS);  (4)  Public 
comment  on  the  proposed  ACEC  designations  in  the  RMP/EIS;  and  (5)  Designation  of  ACF.C.s  in  the 
Record  of  Decision  that  approves  the  RMP.  Each  of  these  steps  is  further  described  below. 
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Identification/Nomination.  ACECs  are  identified,  nominated,  and  designated  through  the  BLM’s  land  use 
planning  process.  Nominations  from  the  public  are  accepted  as  part  of  the  scoping  process  during 
development  of  a land  use  plan.  All  existing  ACECs  are  considered  nominations. 

Evaluation  of  Nominations  for  Relevance  and  Importance.  Nominations  are  evaluated  to  determine 
whether  they  meet  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria.  For  a detailed  description  of  these  criteria,  see  the 
section  called  Relevance  and  Importance  Evaluation,  found  on  page  G-8.  A nomination  must  meet  one  or 
more  of  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  to  be  considered  a potential  ACEC.  Potential  ACECs  are  then 
considered  further  in  the  planning  process. 

Consideration  and  Analysis  of  Potential  ACECs.  Potential  ACECs  are  considered,  as  RAIP  alternatives 
are  developed.  Each  potential  ACEC  is  proposed  for  designation  in  at  least  one  of  the  management 
alternatives.  The  need  for  special  management  and  the  resulting  effects  from  applying  such  management  are 
assessed  in  the  associated  environmental  analysis  (EIS).  A potential  ACEC  is  proposed  for  designation  if  the 
area  requires  special  management.  Special  management  is  defined  as  management  outside  of  standard  or 
routine  practices,  and  usually  includes  more  detail  than  other  prescriptions  contained  within  the  plan.  Special 
management  is  usually  needed  when  one  of  the  following  conditions  is  met: 

• Current  management  or  management  activities  proposed  in  the  alternative  are  not  sufficient  to 
protect  the  relevant  and  important  resource. 

• The  needed  management  action  is  considered  unusual  or  outside  of  the  normal  range  of  management 
practices  t)'pically  used. 

• The  change  in  management  is  difficult  to  implement  without  ACEC  designation. 

Comment  on  Proposed  ACECs.  BLM  releases  the  Draft  RJVIP/EIS,  containing  the  alternatives  for  ACEC 
designation,  for  a 90-day  public  review  and  comment  period.  The  public  may  comment  on  any  aspect  of  the 
ACEC  analysis  at  this  point  in  the  process.  These  comments  are  then  considered  in  preparation  of  the 
Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS.  The  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  is  release  to  the  public  for  a 30-day  protest  period. 
During  this  period  the  public  may  protest  proposed  land  use  decisions  in  the  document,  including  those 
designating  ACECs. 

V 

Designation.  BLM  will  resolve  all  protest  prior  to  preparing  a Record  of  Decision  that  approves  the  RMP, 
which  includes  ACEC  designations. 

Research  Natural  Areas  (RNA)  and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas  (ONA) 

ACECs  may  be  further  classified  as  RNAs  or  ONAs  if  they  meet  certain  requirements  for  these  ppes  of 
designations.  Those  nominations  which  meet  these  requirements  are  identified  later  in  this  report,  in  the 
Relevance  and  Importance  Evaluation  section. 

RNA:  An  RNA  is  defined  in  43  CFR  8223.0-5  as  “an  area  that  is  established  and  maintained  for  the  primar\' 
purpose  of  research  and  education  because  the  land  has  one  or  more  of  the  following  characteristics: 

► 

• A typical  representation  of  a common  plant  or  animal  association; 

• An  unusual  plant  or  animal  association; 

• A threatened  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species; 
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• A upical  representation  of  common  geologic,  soil,  or  water  features; 

• Outstanding  or  unusual  geologic,  soil,  or  water  features.” 

ONA:  An  administradvely  designated  ON  A is  an  area  which  contains  unusual  natural  characteristics  and  is 
managed  primarily  for  educadonal  and  recreational  purposes. 

Nominations 

Public  scoping  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP  effort  included  solicitation  of  nominations  for  ACEC 
designations  from  the  public.  Scoping  began  with  the  publication  of  a Notice  of  Intent  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  September  3,  2004.  BLM  distributed  newsletters  and  held  public  scoping  meetings  in  October  2004.  In 
these  publications  and  meetings,  BLM  solicited  comments  from  the  public  on  land  use  planning  issues  and 
planning  criteria.  BLM  specifically  identified  and  asked  for  public  comment  on  the  potential  issue  of  special 
designations  (ACECs  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers).  BLM  received  several  comments  supporting  the 
designation  of  ACECs  in  general;  however,  no  new  nominations  were  identified.  The  public  scoping  period 
officially  ended  on  November  15,  2004. 

Although  the  public  made  no  nominations,  the  BLM  interdisciplinary  planning  team  identified  19  new  areas 
with  special  values.  With  the  two  previously  designated  ACECs,  BLM  had  a total  of  21  nominations  to 
evaluate.  Map  #46  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS  shows  the  locations  of  the 
nominated  ACECs  which  are; 

Constitution  AEne  and  MiUsite 

Farnham  Forest 

Gamlin  Lake 

Hecla-Star  Tailings  Piles 

Hideaway  Islands  (existing  RNA/ ACEC) 

Killarney  Lake 
Kootenai  River  Front 
Liberal  King  MiUsite 

Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  Headwaters 
Lund  Creek  (existing  RNA/ACEC) 

Morton  Slough 

Mother  Lode  Mine 

Nabob  MiUsite 

Pulaski  Tunnel  Historic  Site 

Rex  MiUsite  Mine  Tailings  Pile 

Rochat  Divide 

Sidney  Mine  and  MiUsite 

Wallace  Landfill 

We-Like  Mine 

Windy  Bay 

Wolf  Lodge  Bay 
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RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE  EVALUATIONS 


Relevance:  An  area  meets  the  relevance  criteria  if  it  contains  one  or  more  of  the  following: 

1.  A significant  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  value  (including  but  not  limited  to  rare  or  sensitive  archeological 
resources  and  religious  or  cultural  resources  important  to  Native  Americans). 

2.  A fish  and  wildlife  resource  (including  but  not  limited  to  habitat  for  endangered, 
threatened,  or  sensitive  species,  or  habitat  essential  for  maintaining  species  diversity). 

3.  A natural  process  or  system  (including  but  not  limited  to  endangered,  sensitive,  or  threatened  plant  species; 
rare,  endemic,  or  relic  plants  or  plant  communities  which  are  terrestrial,  aquatic,  or  riparian;  or  rare  geological 
features). 

4.  Natural  hazards  (including  but  not  limited  to  areas  of  avalanche,  dangerous  flooding,  landslides,  unstable 
soils,  seismic  activity,  or  dangerous  cliffs).  A hazard  caused  by  human  action  may  meet  the  relevance  criteria  if 
it  is  determined  through  the  RMP  process  that  it  has  become  part  of  a natural  process. 


Importance:  The  value,  resource,  system,  process,  or  hazard  described  in  the  relevance  section  must  have 
substantial  significance  and  values  to  meet  the  importance  criteria.  This  generally  means  that  the  value, 
resource,  system,  process,  or  hazard  is  characterized  by  one  or  more  of  the  following: 

1 . Has  more  than  locally  significant  qualities  which  give  it  special  worth,  consequence, 
meaning,  distinctiveness,  or  cause  for  concern,  especially  compared  to  any  similar  resource. 

2.  Has  qualities  or  circumstances  that  make  it  fragile,  sensitive,  rare,  irreplaceable,  exemplary,  unique, 
endangered,  threatened,  or  vulnerable  to  adverse  change. 

3.  Has  been  recognized  as  warranting  protection  in  order  to  satisfy  national  priority  concerns  or  to  carr\'  out 
the  mandates  of  FLPMA. 

4.  Has  qualities  that  warrant  highlighting  in  order  to  satisfy  public  or  management  concerns  about  safety  and 

public  welfare.  ^ 

5.  Poses  a significant  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  to  property. 


The  information  which  follows  is  organized  in  alphabetical  order  by  name  of  the  nominated  area.  Volume  III 
of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS  contains  detailed  maps  of  the  areas. 

Constitution  Mine  and  Millsite  (See  Map  #47  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RAIP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Constitution  Mine  and  Millsite  are  partially  located  on  public  land  managed  bv 

BLM  in  the  upper  East  Fork  of  Pine  Creek,  about  nine  miles  southeast  of  Pinehurst,  in  Shoshone  Countv 
Idaho.  The  portion  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  includes  the  gated  upper  mine  portal,  the  upper  mill 
foundations,  the  upper  part  of  the  mine  tailings  piles  associated  with  the  upper  mlU,  and  a passive  bioreactor 
mine  water  treatment  system.  BLM  has  undertaken  staged  removal  actions  on  the  mine,  mill  area,  and  upper 
tailings  piles  to  reduce  site  hazards. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  As  part  of  the 
planned  remedial  actions  at  the  site,  mine  tailings  containing  hea\ty  metals  will  remain  and  be  capped  onsite. 
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These  metiils  are  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  The 
bioreactor  will  continue  to  operate,  removing  and  storing  heavy  metals  within  the  treatment  system  onsite. 
The  mine  and  mill  concrete  foundations  and  walls,  which  have  been  left  to  reflect  local  mining  history,  could 
present  physical  hazards  for  the  public.  _ 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mine  tailings  because  heavy  metal 
concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife. 
The  metals  are  also  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  The 
bioreactor  is  also  of  significant  concern  because  it  is  an  open,  anaerobic  bacteria  treatment  system  which 
could  be  a long-term  safety  risk  for  the  public  if  access  is  not  restricted.  The  physical  hazards  of  the 
remaining  mill  foundations  and  walls,  and  the  gated  mine  portal  pose  additional  threats  to  public  safety. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Famham  Forest  (See  Map  #48  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  area  is  located  approximately  12  air  miles  northwest  of  Bonners  Ferty,  in 
Boundan^  County  Idaho,  along  the  eastern  margin  of  the  Selkirk  Mountains.  Farnham  Forest  is  composed  of 
a mixture  of  tree  species,  ranging  from  ponderosa  pine  to  western  red  cedar  and  western  hemlock.  The  oldest 
trees  at  this  site  are  approaching  or  exceed  300  years  old. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  process  or  system.  Farnham  Forest  is  within  the  designated  recovery  zone  for  grizzly  bears 
(threatened).  This  area  has  been  identified  by  Partners-In-FUght  as  an  Important  Birding  Area  (IB A)  at  the 
local  level.  Partners-In-FUght  is  a coalition  of  agency  and  private  organizations  interested  in  migratory  birds, 
which  identifies  IBAs  at  the  local,  state,  national,  and  global  scale.  Acres  covered  by  old  forest  communities 
have  declined  significantly  in  northern  Idaho  compared  with  historic  conditions  (Quigley  et  al.  1997). 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance  and  for 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  The  area 
provides  habitat  for  a federally  listed  species,  and  the  old  forest  community  at  Farnham  Forest  is  irreplaceable 
and  \oilnerable  to  adverse  change. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  a 
natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  a federally  listed  threatened  species.  Therefore,  it  will  be 
carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  RNA/ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management 
Plan.  RNA  designation  is  recommended  because  the  old  forest  community  is  a typical  representation  of  a 
common  plant  or  animal  association  in  an  ecological  stage  which  has  significantly  declined  in  northern  Idaho, 
and  would  provide  educational  and  research  opportunities. 


Gamlin  Lake  (See  Map  #49  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  lake  lies  approximately  8 air  miles  southeast  of  Sandpoint  and  one  air  mile  west  ot 
Lake  Pend  C9reille  in  Bonner  County  Idaho.  The  area  nominated  for  ACEC  designation  includes 
approximately  59  of  the  418  acres  that  BLM  manages  surrounding  Gamlin  Lake.  Within  this  area,  upland 
forest,  meadow,  riparian,  and  wetland  plant  communities  are  present.  Technically  speaking,  these  wetlands 
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may  be  more  accurately  labeled  peatlands,  which  have  waterlogged  substrates  and  at  least  12  inches  of  peat 
accumulation. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  process  or  system.  The  site  provides  habitat  for  migratory  birds.  This  area  has  been  identified  by 
Partners-In-Flight  as  an  Important  Birding  Area  (IBA)  at  the  local  level.  Partners-ln-Flight  is  a coalition  of 
agency  and  private  organizations  interested  in  migratory  birds,  which  identifies  IBAs  at  the  local,  state, 
national,  and  global  scale.  Five  BLM  sensitive  plant  species  occur  in  the  peatland  and  riparian  communities 
(bristly  sedge,  bulb-bearing  water  hemlock,  large  Canadian  St.  John’s-wort,  Mingan  moonwort,  and  water 
clubrush). 

Importance  Criteria:  The  area  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and  qualities 
that  make  it  sensitive  or  rare.  The  area  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species  and  other  natural  processes. 
In  Idaho,  low  and  mid-elevation  peatlands  of  the  type  that  occur  at  Gamlin  Lake,  have  been  recognized  as 
important  habitats  characterized  by  a unique  suite  of  environmental  conditions  and  hosting  more  than  40  rare 
plant  and  animal  species  (Bursik  and  Moseley  1995).  Compared  to  the  largely  unbroken  stretches  of 
peatlands  located  more  than  600  miles  to  the  north,  Idaho  peatlands,  particularly  low  elevation  valley 
peatlands,  are  rare. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  a 
natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species.  Therefore,  it  will  be  carried 
forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Hecla-Star  Tailings  Piles  (See  Map  #50  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Hecla-Star  mine  tailings  piles  are  partially  located  on  public  land  managed  by 

BLM  along  lower  Canyon  Creek,  approximately  two  miles  northeast  of  Wallace,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho. 
Two  tailings  piles  and  half  of  a third  pile  are  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM,  covering  about  a half  mile  of 
floodplain,  or  22  acres.  The  tailings  piles  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  are  part  of  a complex  of  six 
tailings  piles  covering  about  one  mile  of  the  lower  Canyon  Creek  floodplain. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  As  part  of  the 
planned  remedial  actions  at  the  site,  mine  tailings  containing  heavy  metals  wiU  likely  remain  onsite.  The 
tailings  are  over  twenty  feet  deep  and  are  covered  with  leveled  soil  or  rock  caps.  ^ The  heavy  metals  are 
susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  Presently,  a pilot  water 
treatment  plant  is  located  on  the  top  of  the  most  upstream  pile.  Water  discharging  from  the  Gem  Mine 
upstream  is  piped  to  the  treatment  plant,  where  part  of  the  flow  is  treated  and  then  released  along  with  the 
remaining  untreated  water  into  Canyon  Creek. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mine  taiUngs  because  heav\-  metal 
concentrations  are  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife.  The 
tailings  are  presently  capped,  but  the  metals  are  still  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the 
surrounding  environment.  There  is  also  a threat  of  potential  erosion  from  extreme  flood  events,  since  Canyon 
Creek  flows  along  the  south  side  of  the  piles. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safetv’  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property.  Therefore,  it  will  be  carried  forward  for 
consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 
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Hideaway  Islands  (See  Map  #51  in  Volume  111  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  is  an  existing  RNA/ACEC  consisting  of  two  islands  along  the  Kootenai  River, 
located  approximately  five  air  miles  east  of  Bonners  Ferr^y  in  Boundary  County  Idaho.  The  Hideaway  Islands 
were  designated  as  an  RNA/ACEC  in  1985  to  preserve  riparian  plant  communities  in  an  unmodified 
condition  for  the  primary'  purpose  of  research  and  education.  The  RNA/ACEC  was  listed  as  170  acres  in 
size  when  it  was  designated.  However,  recent,  more  accurate  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS) 
calculations  determined  the  size  of  the  RNA/ACEC  to  be  76  acres.  Hideaway  Islands  are  managed  by  BLM 
in  a non-destructive  and  non-manipulative  manner. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  process  or  system.  A pair  of  bald  eagles  (threatened)  established  a nest  on  Hideaway  Islands  in  1995 
and  has  successfully  raised  their  young  there.  The  islands  contain  a good  example  of  a black 
cottonwood/red-osier  dogwood  riparian  plant  community  in  various  stages  of  ecological  succession.  Three 
species  of  cottonwood  are  found  on  the  islands:  Black  cottonwood,  narrowleaf  cottonwood,  and  eastern 
cottonwood.  Eastern  cottonwood  is  an  eastern  United  States  disjunct  species  that  is  uncommon  in  Idaho. 
The  black  cottonwood/red-osier  dogwood  community  type  is  considered  very  rare  in  Idaho,  with  five  or 
fewer  occurrences  known  statewide.  A western  choke  cherry  and  a Suksdorf  hawthorn  at  this  site  have  been 
measured  as  the  largest  in  Idaho. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  The  area 
provides  habitat  for  a federally  listed  species. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  a 
natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species.  Therefore,  it  will  be  carried 
forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  RNA/ ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Killarney  Lake  (See  Map  #52  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  area  includes  aU  public  land  managed  by  BLM  around  Killarney  Lake  and  the 
wedand  tract  on  the  southeast  side  of  the  lake  in  the  Lower  Coeur  d’Alene  River  floodplain.  It  is  about  five 
air  miles  west  of  the  community  of  Rose  Lake,  in  Kootenai  County  Idaho. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  hazard.  Bull  trout  (threatened)  use  Lake  Coeur  d’Alene  for  adult/ subadult  rearing  and  use  the  Coeur 
d’Alene  River  as  a migration  corridor.  One  pair  of  bald  eagles  (threatened)  has  been  nesting  within  a mile  of 
these  lands.  Migratory  birds  use  the  area.  The  lake  and  floodplain  have  been  contaminated  by  mine  tailings 
transported  down  the  Coeur  d’Alene  River  system  from  the  upstream  historic  mining  areas.  The  principal 
hazard  is  the  heavy  metal  concentrations  in  the  tailings  that  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term 
exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife.  Studies  have  shown  high  metals  concentrations  in  this  area  have 
killed  or  injured  tundra  swans  and  other  waterfowl  (Chupp  and  Dalke  1964). 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  a threat 
to  human  health  and  safety  or  property,  and  has  sensitive  and  vulnerable  wildlife  issues.  The  tailings  and 
associated  water  quality  issues  are  a threat  to  the  public,  as  well  as  to  wildlife.  BLM  has  implemented 
measures  to  protect  the  public  from  the  tailings  around  the  developed  recreation  sites  at  Killarney  Lake. 
However,  migratory  birds  are  still  exposed  to  heavy  metals  through  contact  with  sediments.  The  heav\' 
metals  concentrations  of  tailings  in  the  undeveloped  floodplain  areas  are  above  background  levels  and  long 
term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife. 
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Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  safety 
and  public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property.  Therefore  it  will  be  carried  forward  for 
consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Kootenai  River  Front  (See  Map  #53  in  Volume  111  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  area  is  in  Boundary  County,  Idaho  and  includes  all  public  land  managed  by  BLM 
along  the  Kootenai  River  within  the  canyon,  beginning  approximately  five  air  miles  east  of  Bonners  Ferrv'  at 
Hideaway  Islands,  and  continuing  upstream  to  the  Idaho-Montana  state  line. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource.  Kootenai 
River  sturgeon  (endangered),  bull  trout  (threatened)  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout  (BLM  sensitive)  use  the 
Kootenai  River.  One  pair  of  bald  eagles  (threatened)  has  been  nesting  within  the  canyon  since  1990,  and  a 
second  pair  of  eagles  has  been  nesting  there  since  1996,  with  both  eagle  pairs  having  successfully  reproduced. 
Annual  monitoring  of  all  bald  eagle  nests  from  Bonners  Ferty'  upstream  to  the  Idaho-Montana  Stateline  has 
documented  the  pairs  of  birds  moving  to  new  nest  trees  within  their  established  nesting  territoty^  Therefore, 
any  and  aU  BLM  public  lands  could  provide  potential  nest  sites.  An  average  of  ten  bald  eagles  has  wintered 
along  the  Kootenai  River  from  Bonners  Ferry  to  the  Idaho-Montana  stateline  since  1980,  when  biologists 
began  monitoring  mid-winter  populations  of  eagles. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  that  make  it  endangered  and/or  threatened.  This  area  provides  habitat  for  federally 
listed  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

Findings  : This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  federally  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species. 
Therefore  it  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource 
Management  Plan. 


Liberal  King  Millsite  (See  Map  #54  in  Volume  111  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Liberal  King  Millsite  is  located  on  a hillside  overlooking  Pine  Creek,  about  three 
air  miles  south  of  Pinehurst,  in  Shoshone  County^  Idaho.  The  abandoned  mill  buildings  and  southern  part  of 
the  rock  dump  are  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM.  The  mine  and  the  northern  part  of  the  rock  dump  are 
on  private  land. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  cultural  value  and  a natural  ha2ard.  It 
has  the  only  example  of  a standing  mining  mill  site  in  federal  ownership  in  the  Silver  Valley,  an  area  where 
mining  has  played  a significant  part  in  local  history.  The  main  mill  building  is  a highly  visible  example  of 
historic  mining  structures.  The  site  meets  the  criteria  for  natural  hazard  because  high  concentrations  of  hea\w 
metals  remain  in  the  mill  area  and  may  be  subsequently  released  by  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding 
environment. 

Importance  Criteria:  The  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
irreplaceable  qualities.  This  nomination  also  meets  the  criteria  for  safety'  and  public  welfare,  and  threat  to 
human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mill  area  because  hea\w  metal  concentrations 
are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife.  The  metals  are 
also  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  The  safety 
concerns  are  physical  hazards  and  contaminants  associated  with  the  mill  buildings  and  rock  dump. 
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Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  cultural  value,  a natural  hazard, 
safet)’  and  public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for 
consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  Headwaters  (See  Map  #55  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene 
RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  nomination  includes  public  land  managed  by  BLM  associated  with  the  system  of 
streams  that  join  together  to  form  the  headwaters  of  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River,  and  the  Marble 
Creek  headwaters  vicinity  (including  Freezeout  and  Delaney  Creeks)  located  approximately  15  air  miles 
northeast  of  Clarkia,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho.  A portion  of  the  area  was  proposed  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area  (ON A)  in  1986  by  the  North  Idaho  Proposed  MFP  Amendment  and  Final  FIS  for  Wilderness 
but  was  never  formally  designated.  It  is  adjacent  to  the  existing  Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEC. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  scenic  value,  and  a fish  and  wildlife 
resource.  The  scenery  is  rated  as  Class  A,  meaning  it  is  distinctive  within  its  physiographic  setting.  Bull  trout 
(threatened)  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout  (BLM  sensitive)  use  this  segment  of  the  Clearwater  River  for 
spawning,  rearing,  and  as  a migration  corridor.  The  upper  portion  of  Marble  Creek  itself  provides  spawning 
and  rearing  habitat  for  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bull  trout  use  the  portion  of  Marble  Creek  downstream  of 
the  BLM  lands  for  spawning  and  rearing.  Suitable  habitat  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene  salamander  (BLM  sensitive) 
exists  within  this  portion  of  the  Clearwater  River  system. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  that  make  it  threatened,  exemplar}^,  or  unique.  This  area  provides  habitat  for 
federally  listed  and  BLM  sensitive  species. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  scenic  value,  a fish  and  wildlife 
resource,  and  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species.  The  combination  of  unusual  scenic,  fisheries,  and 
wildlife  resources  meets  the  requirement  for  an  ONA.  Therefore  it  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ONA/ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Lund  Creek  (See  Map  #55  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  is  an  existing  RNA/ACEC.  It  includes  2905  acres  of  public  land,  and  is  located 
approximately  15  air  miles  east  of  Clarkia,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho.  It  was  designated  in  1989  to  protect 
unique  natural  features  and  ecological  diversity.  Scientists  and  educators  are  encouraged  to  use  the  area  for 
study  purposes;  however,  all  uses  must  be  non-destructive.  No  vegetative  manipulation  (including  timber 
har\xst)  or  vehicle  use  is  permitted. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  scenic  value,  a fish  and  wildlife 
resource,  and  a natural  process  or  system.  The  scenery  in  the  Lund  Creek  area  is  rated  as  Class  A,  meaning  it 
is  distinctive  within  its  physiographic  setting.  Bull  trout  (threatened)  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout  (BLM 
sensitive)  use  this  stream  for  spawning  and  rearing.  Suitable  habitat  for  the  Coeur  d Alene  salamander  (BLM 
sensitive)  is  present.  Old  growth  mountain  hemlock  and  subalpine  fir  are  found  in  the  drainage.  A number  of 
aquatic  features  such  as  Little  Lost  Lake,  bogs,  marshes,  streams,  and  waterfalls  are  present.  Lund  Creek  itself 
and  its  associated  riparian  plant  community  are  rated  as  being  in  ver}^  good  ecological  condition.  Bogs  and 
marshes  in  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area  are  considered  subalpine  peatlands,  characterized  by  a mixture  of 
plant  species  common  to  the  mountain  systems  of  western  North  America,  as  well  as  plant  species  more 
typical  of  boreal  habitats  occurring  hundreds  of  miles  north  of  the  planning  area.  Although  peatlands 
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comprise  a very  small  percentage  of  vegetation  across  the  landscape,  they  are  among  the  most  flcjristically 
diverse  vegetation  types. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  threatened,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change. 
This  area  provides  habitat  for  federally  listed  and  BLM  sensitive  species. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  scenic  value,  a fish  and  wildlife 
resource,  a natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species.  Therefore  it  will  be 
carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Morton  Slough  (See  Map  #57  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RJVIP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  nomination  consists  of  three  isolated  tracts  totaling  119  acres  in  the  vicinity  of 
Morton  Slough,  which  is  connected  to  the  Pend  Oreille  River.  The  tracts  are  located  approximately  eight 
miles  southwest  of  Sandpoint,  in  Bonner  County  Idaho. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource  and  a 
natural  process  or  system.  A pair  of  bald  eagles  (threatened)  first  nested  on  one  of  the  parcels  in  1995  and 
has  successfully  reproduced  there.  The  400-acre  slough  area  along  the  Pend  OrelQe  River  has  been  identified 
by  Partners-In-Flight  as  an  Important  Birding  Area  (IBA)  at  the  state  level.  This  organization  also 
acknowledges  the  eagle  nest  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM.  Partners-ln-Flight  is  a coalition  of  agency  and 
private  organizations  interested  in  migratory  birds,  which  identifies  IBAs  at  the  local,  state,  national,  and 
global  scale.  Old-growth  ponderosa  pine  occurs  on  the  other  two  parcels.  The  scientific  assessment  done  for 
the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  found  that  vegetation  has  changed  significantly  from  historic  conditions, 
especially  the  loss  of  “open”  stands  of  mature  and  old  growth  ponderosa  pine  forests  (Quigley  et  al.  1997, 
Wisdom  et  al.  2000).  This  area  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  wildlife  species  that  are  associated  with 
mature  and  old  growth  ponderosa  pine  stands. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  Researchers 
report  that  60-70%  of  old-growth  ponderosa  pine  forests  in  Idaho  have  been  degraded  due  to  fire 
suppression  and  selective  logging  of  larger-diameter  trees  (Noss  et  al.  1995).  The  old  growth  ponderosa  pine 
stands  within  this  nominated  area  are  among  the  few  that  have  not  been  degraded.  This  area  also  provides 
habitat  for  federally  listed  species,  BLM  sensitive  species,  and  species  linked  to  old  growth  ponderosa  pine 
ecosystems. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  a 
natural  process  or  system,  and  provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species.  Therefore,  it  will  be  carried 
forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Mother  Lode  Mine  (See  Map  #56  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Mother  Lode  Mine  is  located  partly  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  along 

Prichard  Creek,  approximately  two  miles  east  of  Murray,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho.  The  gated  mine  portal, 
a steep  re-graded  rock  dump,  and  a passive  bioreactor  mine  water  treatment  system  are  on  public  land 
managed  by  BLM. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  Although  removal 
actions  have  occurred  at  the  site,  some  heavy  metals  contamination  remains  in  the  vicinitv  of  the  mine.  These 
heavy  metals  are  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  Water 
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with  high  hea\T  metals  levels  will  continue  to  discharge  from  the  mine.  The  bioreactor  will  continue  to 
operate,  removing  and  storing  heav}^  metals  within  the  treatment  system  onsite. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mine  discharge  and  mine  wastes 
because  hea\T  metal  concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for 
humans  and  wildlife.  The  bioreactor  is  also  of  significant  concern  because  it  is  an  open,  anaerobic  bacteria 
treatment  system  which  could  be  a long-term  safety  risk  for  the  public  if  access  is  not  restricted.  Another 
safety  issue  is  the  potential  physical  hazard  from  the  gated  mine  portal. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property.  Therefore  it  will  be  carried  forward  for 
consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Nabob  Millsite  (See  Map  #54  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Nabob  Millsite  is  located  partly  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  at  the  mouth  of 
Nabob  Creek  in  the  lower  East  Fork  of  Pine  Creek,  about  four  air  miles  south  of  Pinehurst,  in  Shoshone 
County  Idaho.  The  mine  tailings  pile  from  the  current  miU,  the  old  mill  foundations,  and  the  current  mill 
buildings  are  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM.  BLM  and  the  miU  operator  have  undertaken  staged  removal 
actions  on  the  taiUngs  pUe  to  reduce  site  hazards  due  to  high  heavy  metal  concentrations.  The  mill  building  is 
stiU  under  a miUsite  claim,  and  the  operator  has  been  removing  equipment  and  parts  of  the  building  structure. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  As  part  of  the 
removal  actions  and  planned  remedial  actions  at  the  site,  mine  taiUngs  containing  heavy  metals  wiU  remain 
and  be  capped  onsite.  The  metals  are  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding 
environment.  The  taiUngs  are  over  forty  feet  deep,  and  Nabob  Creek  flows  along  the  south  side  of  the 
taiUngs  embankment. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  pubUc  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  taiUngs  and  miU  area  because  hea\ty 
metals  concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guideUnes  for  humans  and 
wUdUfe.  The  safety  concerns  are  the  physical  hazards  and  contaminants  around  the  miU  buildings,  and  the 
stabUity  of  the  taiUngs  pUe  and  potential  erosion  from  creek  flooding. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
pubUc  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Pulaski  Tunnel  Historic  Site  (See  Map  #58  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Pulaski  Tunnel  is  located  about  one  mile  southwest  of  Wallace,  in  Shoshone 
County  Idaho.  The  area  is  in  a steep-sided  creek  bottom  and  includes  a mine  adit  (referred  to  as  a tunnel)  and 
trail. 

Relevance  Criteria:  The  Pulaski  Tunnel  area  meets  the  relevance  criteria  since  it  is  a significant  cultural 
resource  site  associated  with  saving  the  Uves  of  firefighters  in  the  1910  fires.  The  site,  which  is  a mine  adit 
originally  used  for  mining  and  then  later  used  by  Pulaski  to  save  his  crew  from  being  overtaken  by  a raging 
fire,  is  currently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
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Importance  Criteria:  The  site  meets  the  importance  criteria  since  it  represents  a significant  event  in  our 
histon'  and  is  recognized  as  having  national  significance.  This  area  could  be  threatened  by  future  mining 
activity. 

Findings:  This  site  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  historic  and  cultural  values  and  will  be 
carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Rex  Millsite  Mine  Tailings  Pile  (See  Map  #59  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RAIP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Rex  Millsite  Mine  TaiUngs  Pile  is  located  partially  on  public  land  managed  by 

BLM,  in  a draw  above  the  East  Fork  of  Nine  Mile  Creek,  approximately  six  air  miles  northeast  of  Wallace,  in 
Shoshone  County  Idaho.  Over  half  of  the  tailings  pile  and  a dam  between  the  draw  and  the  tailings  pile  are 
located  on  public  land.  The  Rex  Mine,  rock  dump  and  mill,  and  the  rest  of  the  tailings  pile  are  on  private 
land,  and  are  therefore  not  part  of  the  nominated  area. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  As  part  of  the 
planned  remedial  actions  at  the  site,  mine  tailings  containing  heavy  metals  will  likely  remain  onsite.  The 
tailings  are  presently  exposed  (not  capped),  with  the  metals  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes 
into  the  surrounding  environment.  The  tailings  are  over  sixty  feet  deep,  and  the  dam  face  measures  over  110 
feet  high  down  to  the  draw.  The  creek  has  been  diverted  to  flow  along  the  southeast  edge  of  the  dam. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  tailings  because  heavy  metal 
concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans  and  wildlife. 
The  safety  concerns  are  physical  hazards,  the  stability  of  the  tailings  pile  and  dam,  and  potential  erosion  of  the 
tailings  due  to  flooding. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety^  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property^,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Rochat  Divide  (See  Map  #60  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RAIP/EIS) 

Description  of  the  Area:  This  area  is  located  in  Benewah,  Kootenai,  and  Shoshone  Counties  of  Idaho,  on 
the  major  watershed  divide  between  the  St.  Joe  River  and  Coeur  d’Alene  River.  The  south  end  is  near  St.  Joe 
Baldy  peak  and  the  area  trends  north  to  Latour  Baldy  peak.  Latour  Baldy  lies  approximately  6 miles 
southwest  of  Pinehurst,  Idaho.  A portion  of  the  area  was  proposed  as  an  ON  A in  1986  by  the  North  Idaho 
Proposed  MFP  Amendment  and  Final  EIS  for  Wilderness  but  was  never  formally  designated.  The  area  has 
virtually  unlimited  vistas  and  opportunity  for  solitude.  It  is  important  for  past  and  current  Native  American 
spiritual  use,  scenic  qualities,  and  important  wildlife  habitat. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  cultural,  scenic,  and  wildlife  resources. 
The  divide  between  the  two  major  river  drainages  serves  as  a significant  spiritual  area  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene 
Tribe.  The  area  offers  outstanding  views  of  the  region  and  possesses  Class  A scenen',  meaning  it  is 
distinctive  within  its  physiographic  setting.  The  area  provides  habitat  for  the  wolverine  (BLM  sensitive). 
Female  wolverines  den  underneath  boulders  and  snow  within  the  area’s  cirque  basins. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  qualities  or  circumstances  which 
make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  Scenic  values  are  rated  high  for  this  area,  and 
the  viewshed  is  very  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  Research  in  the  Sawtooth  Mountains  of  central  Idaho 
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demonstrated  that  human  disturbance  near  wolverine  den  sites  will  cause  the  female  to  abandon  her  den  and 
her  young  inside  (Copeland  1996).  This  area  also  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  cultural  because  of  its 
spiritual  values  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  cultural,  scenic,  and  wildlife.  The 
combination  of  unusual  cultural,  scenic,  and  wildlife  resources  meets  the  requirement  for  an  ONA. 
Therefore  it  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ONA/ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene 
Resource  Management  Plan 


Sidney  Mine  and  Millsite  (See  Map  #61  in  Volume  111  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  Sidney  Mine  and  Millsite  are  located  largely  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  in 

upper  Red  Cloud  Creek,  a tributar}^  to  Highland  Creek  in  the  East  Fork  of  Pine  Creek  drainage, 
approximately  4 air  miles  southeast  of  Pinehurst,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho.  The  gated  mine  portal,  the 
main  mill  foundations,  the  steep-sloped  upper  rock  dump,  and  a passive  bioreactor  mine  water  treatment 
system  are  on  public  land.  To  reduce  the  site  hazards  BLM  has  undertaken  staged  removal  actions  at  the 
mine,  mill  area,  stream  diversion,  and  upper  rock  dump. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  Even  after  removal 
actions  at  the  site,  some  mine-  and  rock  dump-area  heavy  metals  contamination  will  remain.  These  metals  are 
susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  Water  with  high  metals 
levels  win  continue  to  discharge  from  the  mine.  The  bioreactor  will  continue  to  operate,  removing  and 
storing  metals  within  the  system  onsite. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare  and  threat 
to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mine  discharge  and  mill  wastes  because 
heavy  metals  concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for  humans 
and  wildlife.  The  bioreactor  is  also  of  significant  concern  because  it  is  an  open,  anaerobic  bacteria  treatment 
system  which  could  be  a long-term  safety  risk  for  the  public  if  access  is  not  restricted.  The  physical  hazards 
of  the  remaining  mill  foundations  and  walls,  the  steep  rock  dump,  and  the  gated  mine  portal  pose  additional 
threats  to  public  safety. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Wallace  Landfill  (See  Map  #50  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  A portion  of  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Wallace  Landfill  is  located  on  public  land 

managed  by  BLM  in  Lower  Canyon  Creek,  approximately  1 air  mile  northeast  of  Wallace,  in  Shoshone 
County  Idaho. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  The  landfill  has 
buried  deleterious  materials.  Seepage  of  potentially  contaminated  ground  water  and  precipitation  run-off 
from  the  site  has  been  observed  near  the  creek.  Potentially  hazardous  materials  located  at  the  site  are 
susceptible  to  erosion  or  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 

threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  main  safety  concern  is  the  buried  deleterious  materials. 
The  principal  threat  comes  from  leached  substances  and  buried  materials. 
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Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  h^rward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


We-Like  Mine  (See  Map  #62  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  The  We-Like  Mine  is  located  largely  on  public  land  managed  by  BLM  in  Grouse 

Creek  approximately  two  air  miles  northwest  of  Mullan,  in  Shoshone  County  Idaho.  The  site  includes  the 
gated  mine  portal,  a steep-sloped  rock  dump,  and  a pilot  passive  bioreactor  mine  water  treatment  system. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard.  With  the  planned 
remediation  at  the  site,  some  mine-area  heavy  metals  contamination  will  remain.  These  metals  are 
susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the  surrounding  environment.  Water  with  high 
metals  level  will  continue  to  discharge  from  the  mine.  The  bioreactor  will  continue  to  operate,  removing 
and  storing  metals  within  the  system  onsite. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  safety  and  public  welfare,  and 
threat  to  human  health  and  safety  or  property.  The  principal  threat  is  the  mine  discharge  and  mine  wastes 
because  heav)^  metals  concentrations  are  well  above  background  levels  and  long  term  exposure  guidelines  for 
humans  and  wildlife.  The  metals  also  are  susceptible  to  leaching  through  natural  processes  into  the 
surrounding  environment.  The  bioreactor  is  also  a concern  because  it  is  an  anaerobic  bacteria  treatment  tank 
system  which  could  be  a long-term  safety  risk  for  the  public  if  access  is  not  restricted.  There  are  also  physical 
hazards  onsite,  including  the  gated  mine  portal  and  steep  rock  dump,  which  pose  additional  threats  to  public 
safety. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  hazard,  safety  and 
public  welfare,  and  threat  to  human  life  and  safety  or  property,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration 
as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Windy  Bay  (See  Map  #63  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RAIP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  area  is  located  approximately  4 air  miles  north  of  Worley,  in  Kootenai  Count\’ 
Idaho,  along  the  south  side  of  Windy  Bay  on  Lake  Coeur  d’Alene.  A small  remnant  (16  acres)  of  rough  fescue 
grassland  grows  along  the  edge  of  the  bluff  above  the  bay,  situated  between  gently-roUing  agricultural  fields 
and  the  steep,  forested  hillsides  that  descend  down  to  the  bay. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a natural  process  or  system.  Rough 
fescue  grassland  is  vety^  rare  in  Idaho,  known  from  less  than  five  scattered  sites  along  the  eastern  margin  of 
the  Palouse  Prairie. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  local  significance,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  rare,  irreplaceable,  and  vulnerable  to  adverse  change.  Nearly  100% 
of  the  area  historically  occupied  by  the  Palouse  Prairie  in  eastern  Washington  and  adjacent  Idaho  has  been 
converted  to  agricultural  use.  Remnants  of  Palouse  Prairie  vegetation,  which  includes  rough  fescue  grassland 
along  the  eastern  boundaiy^,  are  now  restricted  to  edges  of  cultivated  fields  or  rocky  slopes  along  the  margins 
of  the  former  Prairie  (Lichthardt  and  Moseley  1997).  The  Palouse  Prairie  is  considered  one  of  the  most 
endangered  ecosystems  in  the  United  States  (Noss  1995,  Noss  et  al.  1995). 
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Findinjjs:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  a natural  process  or  system  and 
will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management 
Plan. 


Wolf  Lodge  Bay  (See  Map  #64  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS) 

Description  of  Area:  This  area  includes  all  the  public  land  managed  by  BLM  surrounding  Wolf  Lodge, 
Beaut}’,  and  Blue  Creek  Bays  of  Lake  Coeur  d’Alene.  These  bays  are  located  approximately  5 air  miles 
southeast  of  Coeur  d’Alene,  in  Kootenai  County  Idaho. 

Relevance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  criteria  for  a fish  and  wildlife  resource.  Bull  trout 
(threatened)  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout  (BLM  sensitive)  use  portions  of  the  lake  for  adult/subadult 
rearing.  Blue  Creek  also  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Migratory  bald 
eagles  (threatened)  use  the  area  for  foraging  and  over-wintering  habitat.  The  first  Coeur  d’Alene  salamander 
(BLM  sensitive)  known  to  science  was  obser\^ed  along  the  water’s  edge  of  Wolf  Lodge  Bay.  Other  BLM 
sensitive  and  migrator}^  birds  use  the  area.  Partners-In-FUght,  which  is  a coalition  of  agency  and  private 
organizations  interested  in  migrator}'  birds,  have  identified  Important  Birding  Areas  (IBA)  at  the  local,  state, 
national,  and  global  scale.  This  area  is  an  IBA  at  the  state  level. 

Importance  Criteria:  This  nomination  meets  the  importance  criteria  for  more  than  locally  significant,  and 
qualities  or  circumstances  which  make  it  threatened  or  endangered.  This  area  provides  habitat  for  federally 
listed  and  BLM  sensitive  species. 

Findings:  This  nomination  meets  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  for  fish  and  wildlife  resource, 
provides  habitat  for  BLM  sensitive  species,  and  will  be  carried  forward  for  consideration  as  a potential  ACEC 
in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


BLM  found  that  aU  21  areas  nominated  for  ACEC  status  met  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria.  These 
areas  are  now  referred  to  as  “Potential  ACECs”  and  will  be  considered  and  further  analyzed  in  the 
alternatives  for  the  RJVIP.  Table  G-2  contains  a summar}'  of  these  potential  areas. 


Table  G-2:  Potential  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Area  Name  Values  Acres 


Constitution  Mine  & Millsite 

Mine  tailings  hazard,  bioreactor  safety  concern,  cultural 

6 

Farnham  Forest 

Grizzly  bear,  old  growth  forest 

29 

Gamlin  Lake 

Wetland  and  riparian  areas,  Idaho  BLM  sensitive  plant  species, 
migratory  birds 

59 

Hecla-Star  Tailings  Piles 

Mine  tailings  hazard 

22 

Hideaway  Islands 

Designated  RNA/ACEC,  bald  eagles,  rare  riparian  plant  community 

76 

Killarney  Lake 

Bull  trout,  bald  eagles,  migratory’  birds,  mine  tailings  hazard 

69 

Kootenai  River  Front 

Kootenai  River  sturgeon,  bull  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  bald 
eagles 

533 

hibcral  King  Millsite 

Historic/cultural,  heavy  metals  hazard,  mill  buildings  and  rock  dump 
safety  concerns 

2 
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Table  G-2:  Potential  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Area  Name Values Acres 

Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River  Scenic,  bull  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  habitat  for  Coeur  d’Alene  9592 

salamander 

Lund  Creek  Designated  RNA/ACEC,  bull  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  2905 

habitat  for  Coeur  d’Alene  salamander,  old  growth  mountain  hemlock 
and  subalpine  fir.  Little  Lost  Lake,  wedand  and  riparian  communities 

Morton  Slough  Bald  eagles,  old  growth  ponderosa  pine,  habitat  for  BLM  Sensitive  119 

wildlife 

Mother  Lode  Mine  Heavy  metals  hazard,  bioreactor  safety  concern  0.80 

Nabob  MiUsite  Mine  tailings  hazard,  mill  buildings  safety  concern  8 

Pulaski  Tunnel  Historic  Site  Historic,  cultural  58 

Rex  Mihsite  Tailings  Pile  Mine  tailings  hazard,  dam  stability  issue  6 

Rochat  Divide  Cultural,  scenic,  wolverine  11,653 

Sidney  Mine  & MiUsite  Heavy  metals  hazard,  rock  dump,  bioreactor  safety  concern  6 

WaUace  LandfiU  Deleterious  materials  hazard,  contaminated  seepage  and  run-off  0.3 

We-Like  Mine  Heavy  metals  hazard,  rock  dump,  bioreactor  safety'  concern  0.3 

Windy  Bay  Rare  grassland  plant  community  16 

Wolf  Lodge  Bay  BuU  trout,  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  bald  eagles,  Coeur  d’Alene  1094 

salamander,  migratory  birds 


fv 
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APPENDIX  H - MINERALS  REASONABLY  FORESEEABLE 

DEVELOPMENT 


Appendix  H:  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Development  Scenarios  for  Minerals 

Introduction 


This  appendix  describes  the  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Development  (RFD)  scenarios  for  leasable,  locatable, 
and  salable  mineral  commodities.  The  purpose  of  this  information  is  to  provide  a model  that  predicts  the 
level  and  t}-pe  of  future  mineral  activity  in  the  planning  area,  and  will  ser\^e  as  a basis  for  cumulative  impact 
analysis  as  called  for  in  the  Supplemental  Program  Guidance  for  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  (BLM 
Manual  Section  1624).  The  RFD  first  describes  the  steps  involved  in  developing  a mineral  deposit,  with 
presentation  of  h}"pothetical  exploration  and  production  operations.  The  current  activity  levels  are  discussed 
in  Chapter  2 of  this  document.  Future  trends  and  assumptions  affecting  mineral  activity  are  discussed  here, 
followed  by  the  prediction  and  identification  of  anticipated  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

Scope 

The  development  scenarios  are  limited  in  scope  to  BLM  managed  lands  within  the  planning  area.  The  RFD 
is  based  on  the  known,  or  inferred  mineral  resource  capabilities  of  the  lands  involved,  and  applies  the 
conditions  and  assumptions  discussed  under  Future  Trends  and  Assumptions.  Changes  in  available  geologic 
data  and/ or  economic  conditions  would  alter  the  RFD,  and  some  deviation  is  to  be  expected  over  time. 


Leasable  Mineral  Resources 

Oil  and  Gas: 

Future  Trends  and  Assumptions 

Based  on  the  histor}'  of  past  drilling  and  foreseeable  development  potential  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office, 
activity  over  the  next  1 5 to  20  years  would  continue  to  be  low.  It  is  anticipated  that  oil  and  gas  activity  could 
consist  of  the  issuance  of  1 or  2 geophysical  surveys  and  perhaps  the  drilling  of  1 or  2 exploratory^  holes. 
However,  it  is  noted  that  this  level  of  activity  is  highly  speculative  due  to  the  fact  only  two  exploratory^  oil/ gas 
wells  have  ever  been  recorded  in  the  planning  area.  These  two  wells  were  drilled  in  1928-1929  and  did  not 
encounter  any  hydrocarbons.  Also,  because  there  is  limited  information  concerning  possible  occurrence  of 
hydrocarbons  in  the  planning  area,  any  activity  associated  with  oil  and  gas  could  occur  anyxvhere  in  the 
planning  area. 

Because  of  the  low  potential  for  development  of  hydrocarbons  we  do  not  anticipate  the  discovery^  of  a 
producible  oil  and  gas  field  during  the  period  covered  by  this  plan;  however,  the  potential  surface  impacts 
associated  with  the  discovery  and  development  of  a small  oil/ gas  field  are  given  in  the  following  sections. 

The  development  and  reclamation  of  oil  and  gas  sites  would  be  subject  to  43  CFR  3100. 

Geophysical  Exploration 

Geophysical  exploration  is  conducted  to  determine  the  subsurface  structure  of  an  area.  Three  geophy^sical 
survey  techniques  are  generally  used  to  define  subsurface  characteristics  through  measurements  of  the 
gravitational  field,  magnetic  field,  and  seismic  reflections. 

Gravity  and  Magnetic  field  surveys:  These  two  techniques  involve  small  portable  measuring  units  which 
are  easily  transported  via  light  off-road  vehicles,  such  as  four-wheel  drive  pickups  and  jeeps,  or  aircraft.  Both 
off-road  and  on-road  travel  may  be  necessary  in  these  two  types  of  surveys.  Usually  a three-man  crew 
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transported  by  one  or  two  vehicles  is  rec|uired.  Sometimes  small  holes  (approximately  1 inch  by  2 inches  by  2 
inches)  are  hand  dug  for  instrument  placement  at  the  survey  measurement  points.  These  two  survey  methods 
can  make  measurements  along  defined  lines,  but  it  is  more  common  to  have  a grid  of  discrete  measurement 
stations. 

Seismic  Reflection  surveys:  This  technique  is  the  most  common  of  the  geophysical  methods  and  produces 
the  most  detailed  subsurface  informadon.  Seismic  surveys  are  conducted  by  sending  shock  waves  through 
the  Earth’s  surface.  The  waves  are  generated  by  a small  explosion  or  through  mechanically  beating  the 
ground  surface  with  a thumping  or  vibrating  platform.  The  thumper  and  vibrator  methods  pound  or  vibrate 
the  ground  surface  using  four  large  trucks  (typically),  each  equipped  with  pads  about  4- foot  square.  The  pads 
are  lowered  to  the  ground,  and  the  vibrators  are  electronically  triggered  from  the  recording  truck.  Once 
information  is  recorded,  the  trucks  are  moved  forward  a short  distance  and  the  process  is  repeated.  Less  than 
50  square  feet  of  surface  area  is  required  to  operate  the  equipment  at  each  recording  site. 

The  small  explosive  method  requires  charges  to  be  detonated  on  the  surface  or  in  a drill  hole.  In  the  drill 
hole  method,  holes  for  the  charges  are  drilled  utili2ing  truck-mounted  or  portable  air  drills  to  drill  small- 
diameter  (2  to  6 inch)  holes  to  depths  of  100  to  200  feet.  Generally  4 to  12  holes  are  drilled  per  mde  of  line 
and  a 5 to  50  pound  charge  of  explosives  is  placed  in  the  hole,  covered,  and  detonated.  The  shock  wave 
created  by  the  detonation  is  recorded  by  geophones  placed  in  a linear  fashion  on  the  surface.  In  rugged 
terrain,  a portable  drill  carried  by  helicopter  can  sometimes  be  used.  A t^q^ical  drilling  seismic  operation  may 
utilize  10  to  15  men  operating  5 to  7 trucks.  Under  normal  conditions,  3 to  5 miles  of  line  can  be  sur\^eyed 
daily  using  this  method.  The  vehicles  used  for  a drilling  program  may  include  heavy  truck-mounted  drill  rigs, 
track-mounted  air  rigs,  water  trucks,  a computer  recording  truck,  and  several  light  pickups  for  the  surveyors, 
shot  hole  crew,  geophone  crew,  permit  man,  and  party  chief. 

The  surface  charge  method  utilizes  1 to  5 pound  charges  attached  to  wooden  laths  3 to  8 feet  above  the 
ground.  Placing  the  charges  lower  than  6 feet  usually  results  in  the  destruction  of  vegetation,  while  placing 
the  charges  higher,  or  on  the  surface  of  deep  snow,  results  in  little  visible  surface  disturbance. 

Public  and  private  roads  and  trails  are  used  where  possible.  However,  off-road  cross-country  travel  is  also 
necessar\'  in  some  cases.  Graders  and  dozers  may  be  required  to  provide  access  to  remote  areas.  Several  trips 
a day  are  made  along  a seismograph  line,  usually  resulting  in  a well  defined  two-track  trail.  Drilling  water, 
when  needed,  is  usually  obtained  from  private  landowners. 

During  the  life  of  this  plan,  it  is  anticipated  that  1 or  2 notices  of  intent  involving  seismic  reflection  and 
gravity/ magnetic  field  surveys  could  be  filed. 

Drilling  Phase 

An  operator  would  determine  if  they  wished  to  pursue  an  oil  and  gas  lease  based  on  information  collected 
during  geophysical  exploration.  If  a lease  is  issued,  then  the  lessee  would  be  required  to  submit  an  application 
for  a permit  to  drill  (APD).  Once  the  APD  is  approved,  the  operator  may  begin  construction  activities  in 
accordance  with  any  stipulations  and  conditions.  When  a site  is  chosen  that  necessitates  the  construction  of 
an  access  road,  the  length  of  road  may  vary,  but  usually  the  shortest  feasible  route  is  selected  to  reduce  the 
haul  distance  and  construction  costs.  Environmental  factors  or  a landowner’s  wishes  may  dictate  a longer 
route  in  some  cases.  Drilling  activity  in  the  planning  area  is  predicted  to  be  done  using  existing  roads  and 
constructing  short  (approximately  0.25  mile)  roads  to  access  drill  site  locations. 

During  the  first  phase  of  drilling,  the  operator  would  move  construction  equipment  over  existing  maintitined 
roads  to  the  point  where  the  access  road  begins.  No  more  than  0.25  mile  of  moderate  dup-  access  road  with 
a cinder  or  gravel  surface  1 8 to  20  feet  wide  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed.  The  total  surface  disturbance 
width  would  average  40  feet  with  ditches,  cuts,  and  fill.  The  second  part  of  the  drilling  phase  is  the 


11-2 


Proposed  C.oeiir  d'Alene  Kesotme  Managetnent  Plan  and  Vina!  Mnvironmental  Impuh  t Statement 


Appendix  H.  Minerals  RFD 


c(Mistruction  ot  the  drilling  pad  or  platform.  The  likely  duration  of  well  development,  testing,  and 
abandonment  is  predicted  to  be  less  than  12  months  per  drill  site.  The  total  disturbance  for  each  exploratory 
well  and  any  new  road  constructed  to  that  drill  site  is  expected  to  be  no  more  than  6 acres. 

Based  on  past  oil  and  gas  drilling  in  North  Idaho,  it  is  projected  that  1 or  2 exploratory  “wildcat”  well(s) 
could  be  drilled  on  BLM-administered  land  in  the  planning  area.  The  estimated  success  rate  of  finding 
hydrocarbons  is  predicted  to  be  less  than  10  percent,  based  on  the  average  U.S.  wildcat  well  success  rate  and 
the  lack  of  any  indications  of  hydrocarbons  in  the  planning  area.  The  potential  for  oil  and  gas  occurrence  is 
low  throughout  BLM  lands  therefore  target  areas  are  unknown.  The  total  surface  disturbance  caused  by 
explorator}^  drilling  over  the  life  of  the  plan  is  expected  to  be  no  more  than  15  acres. 

Field  Development  and  Production 

No  field  development  is  expected  to  occur  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  However,  the  following  scenario 
describes  operations  and  impacts  associated  with  field  development  and  production. 

Small  deposits  of  oil  or  gas  discovered  in  the  planning  area  would  not  be  economic  to  develop.  The 
minimum  si2e  that  would  be  economic  would  be  a field  containing  reserves  of  50  to  60  billion  cubic  feet  of 
gas  over  a productive  lifespan  of  10  years.  The  total  area  of  such  a field  would  be  200  acres  with  a likely  well 
spacing  of  160  acres.  The  field  would  require  four  development  wells  in  addition  to  the  discover}^  well.  Each 
development  well  would  require  0.25  mile  of  road,  likely  cinder  or  gravel  surfaced,  and  would  have  a width  of 
about  20  feet.  The  width  of  the  surface  disturbance  associated  with  roads  would  average  40  feet.  Produced 
gas  would  be  carried  by  pipelines  estimated  to  average  30  to  60  miles  in  length,  not  all  of  which  would 
necessarily  be  on  BLM  lands.  The  width  of  surface  disturbance  for  pipelines  would  average  30  feet.  Any 
produced  oil  would  likely  be  trucked  to  transmission  lines  in  Washington  for  delivery^  to  the  west  coast.  Well 
ser\icing  requirements  would  be  provided  by  established  service  companies. 

The  total  anticipated  surface  disturbance  would  be;  8 acres  for  well  pads,  5 acres  for  roads,  13  acres  for  field 
development,  and  600  acres  for  pipelines.  In  the  unlikely  event  that  an  economic  field  is  discovered,  the  total 
surface  disturbance  caused  by  exploration  and  development  over  the  life  of  the  plan  is  expected  to  be 
between  620  to  630  acres. 

Plugging  and  Abandonment 

Wells  that  are  completed  as  dry  holes  are  plugged  according  to  a plan  designed  specifically  for  the  downhole 
conditions  of  each  well.  Plugging  is  accomplished  by  the  placing  of  cement  plugs  at  strategic  locations 
downhole  and  up  to  the  surface.  Drilling  mud  is  used  as  a spacer  between  plugs  to  prevent  communication 
between  fluid  bearing  zones.  The  casing  is  cut  off  at  least  3 feet  below  ground  level  and  capped  by  welding  a 
steel  plate  on  the  casing  stub.  After  plugging,  all  equipment  and  debris  would  be  removed  and  the  site  would 
be  restored  as  near  as  reasonably  possible  to  its  original  condition. 

It  is  predicted  that  the  1 or  2 exploratory  wells  drilled  would  be  plugged  and  abandoned. 

Geothermal  Resources: 

Future  Trends  and  Assumptions 

With  environmental  protection  and  enhancement  being  a major  consideration,  clean,  low-impacting  energy 
sources  are  becoming  more  important.  Although  abundant  geothermal  resources  are  thought  to  be  present  in 
the  Nr>rthwest  (Washington,  Oregon,  Idaho,  and  western  Montana),  none  have  been  identified  in  the 
planning  area.  As  the  demand  for  environmentally-friendly  energy  sources  increases,  the  planning  area  could 
attract  renewed  interest. 
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The  development  and  reclamation  of  geothermal  sites  would  be  subject  to  the  regulations  found  in  43  CI'R 
3200. 

Geophvsical/Geochemical  Exploration 

In  addition  to  the  geophysical  methods  discussed  in  the  Oil  and  Gas  section,  the  following  exploration 
techniques  are  often  employed  in  geothermal  prospecting: 

Microseismic:  Small  seismometers  are  buried  at  a shallow  depth  (hand-dug  holes)  and  transmit  signals  from 
naturally-occurring,  extremely  minor  seismic  activity  (micro-earthquakes)  to  an  amplifier  on  the  surface. 
Stations  are  located  away  from  roads  to  avoid  traffic  “noise.”  These  units  are  often  backpacked  into  areas 
inaccessible  to  vehicles. 

Resistivity:  Induced  polarization  techniques  are  used  to  measure  the  resistance  of  subsurface  rocks  to  the 
passage  of  an  electric  current.  A vehicle-mounted  transmitter  sends  pulses  of  electrical  current  into  the 
ground  through  two  widely-spaced  electrodes  (usually  about  2 miles  apart).  The  behavior  of  these  electrical 
pulses  as  they  travel  through  underlying  rocks  is  recorded  by  “pots”  (potential  electrodes),  small  ceramic 
devices  that  receive  the  current  at  different  locations.  The  electrodes  are  either  short  (2  to  3 feet)  rods  driven 
into  the  ground,  or  aluminum  foil  shallowly  buried  over  an  area  of  several  square  feet.  Two  or  three  small 
trucks  transport  the  crew  of  3 to  5 people  to  transmitting  and  receiving  sites. 

Telluric:  A string  of  “pots”  record  the  variations  in  the  natural  electrical  currents  in  the  earth.  No 

transmitter  is  required.  Small  trucks  are  used  to  transport  the  crew  and  equipment. 

Radiometric:  Radioactive  emissions  (generally  radon  gas)  associated  with  geothermal  resources  are  usually 
measured  using  a hand-held  scintillometer,  often  at  hot  spring  locations.  Another  method  used  involves 
placing  plastic  cups  containing  small  detector  strips  sensitive  to  alpha  radiation  either  on  the  surface  or  in 
shallow  hand-dug  holes.  If  holes  are  dug,  they  are  covered,  and  the  cups  left  in  place  for  3 to  4 weeks.  At  the 
end  of  the  sampling  period,  the  cups  are  retrieved  and  aU  holes  are  backfilled.  These  surv-eys  can  be 
conducted  on  foot  or  with  the  aid  of  light  vehicles. 

Geochemical  Surveys:  Geochemical  surveys  are  usually  conducted  at  hot  springs  by  taking  water  samples 
directly  from  the  spring.  Sampling  for  mercury  associated  with  geothermal  resources  is  often  done  by  taking 
soil  samples  using  hand  tools.  These  surveys  can  be  conducted  on  foot  or  with  the  aid  of  light  vehicles. 

Temperature  Gradient  Drill  Hole  Surveys:  Temperature  gradient  holes  are  used  to  determine  the  rate  of 
change  of  temperature  with  respect  to  depth.  Temperature  gradient  holes  usually  var}'  in  diameter  from 
about  3.5  to  4.5  inches,  and  from  a few  hundred  feet  to  about  5,000  feet  in  depth.  They  are  drilled  using 
rotary  or  coring  methods.  Approximately  0.1  to  0.25  acre  per  drill  hole  would  be  disturbed.  A pqjical  drill 
site  could  contain  the  drill  rig,  most  likely  truck-mounted,  water  tank(s),  fuel  tank,  supply  trailer,  and  a small 
trailer  for  the  workers.  Drilling  mud  and  fluids  would  be  contained  in  earthen  pits  or  steel  tanks.  W’ater  for 
drilling  would  be  hauled  in  water  trucks,  or  if  suitable  water  sources  are  close,  could  be  piped  directly  to  the 
site.  Water  consumption  could  range  from  about  2,000  to  6,000  gallons  per  day,  with  as  much  as  20,000 
gallons  per  day  under  extreme  lost  circulation  conditions. 

Other  equipment  that  would  be  utilized  includes  large  flatbed  trucks  to  haul  drill  rod,  casing,  and  other 
drilling  supplies,  and  in  some  cases,  special  cementing  and  bulk  cement  trucks.  Two  or  three  small  vehicles 
would  be  used  for  transporting  workers.  In  most  cases,  existing  roads  would  be  used.  It  is  estimated  that 
short  spur  trails  (usually  less  than  a few  hundred  yards  long)  would  be  bladed  for  less  than  10  percent  of  these 
holes.  All  holes  would  be  plugged  and  abandoned  to  protect  both  surface  and  subsurface  resources. 
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including  aquifers,  and  reclamadon  of  disturbed  areas  would  be  required,  unless  some  benefit  to  the  public 
could  be  giiined;  for  example,  a water  well  or  camping  area. 

Depending  upon  the  location  and  proposed  depth  of  the  drill  hole,  detailed  plans  of  operation  that  cover 
drilling  methods,  casing  and  cementing  programs,  well  control,  and  plugging  and  abandonment  may  be 
required. 

Based  upon  past  geothermal  exploration  in  the  planning  area  and  the  lack  of  an  identified  geothermal 
resource,  it  is  anticipated  that  during  the  life  of  this  plan  less  than  5 notices  of  intent  to  conduct  geothermal 
exploration  would  be  filed. 

Drilling  and  Testing 

Drilling  to  determine  the  presence  of,  test,  develop,  produce,  or  inject  geothermal  resources  can  be  done  only 
on  land  covered  by  a geothermal  resources  lease.  A t}q3ical  geothermal  well  drilling  operation  would  require  2 
to  4 acres  for  a well  pad,  including  reserve  pit,  and  0.5  mile  of  moderate  duty  access  road  with  a surface  18  to 
20  feet  wide,  totaling  up  to  40  feet  wide  with  ditches,  cuts,  and  fiUs.  Existing  roads  would  be  used  whenever 
possible.  Total  surface  disturbance  for  each  well,  and  any  new  road  is  expected  to  be  no  more  than  6 acres. 
In  some  cases,  more  than  one  production  well  could  be  drilled  from  one  pad.  Well  spacing  would  be 
determined  by  the  authorized  officer  after  considering  topography,  reservoir  characteristics,  optimum  number 
of  wells  for  proposed  use,  protection  of  correlative  rights,  potential  for  well  interference,  interference  with 
multiple  use  of  lands,  and  protection  of  the  surface  and  subsurface  environment.  Close  coordination  with  the 
State  would  take  place.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  duration  of  well  development,  testing,  and  if  dry, 
abandonment,  would  be  4 months. 

Plugging  and  Abandonment 

Prior  to  abandonment,  the  operator  would  be  required  to  plug  the  hole  to  prevent  contamination  of  aquifers 
and  any  impacts  to  subsurface  and  surface  resources.  Plugging  is  accomplished  by  the  placing  of  cement 
plugs  at  strategic  locations  downhole  and  up  to  the  surface.  Depending  upon  the  formations  encountered, 
drilling  mud  could  be  used  as  a spacer  between  plugs  to  prevent  communication  between  fluid  bearing  zones. 
The  casing  is  cut  off  at  least  3 feet  below  ground  level  and  capped  by  welding  a steel  plate  on  the  casing  stub. 
After  plugging,  aU  equipment  and  debris  would  be  removed,  and  the  site  would  be  restored  as  near  as 
reasonably  possible  to  its  original  condition.  A dry  hole  marker  is  often  placed  at  the  surface  to  identify  the 
well  location.  If  the  surface  owner  prefers,  the  marker  may  be  buried.  Any  new  roads  not  needed  for  other 
purposes  would  be  reclaimed. 

It  is  estimated  that  1 or  2 exploratory  wells  would  be  plugged  and  abandoned  during  the  life  of  this  plan. 

Geothermal  Power  Plant  Development 

It  is  projected  that  no  geothermal  power  plants  would  be  constructed  during  the  life  of  this  plan.  However, 
the  following  scenario  describes  operations  and  impacts  associated  with  development  of  a geothermal  power 
plant.  Before  geothermal  development  could  occur,  site-specific  baseline  studies  and  environmental  analyses, 
with  public  invoEement,  would  be  done.  The  scenario  below  describes  the  level  of  disturbance  that  would 
likely  occur  from  the  development  of  a 24  megawatt  power  plant. 

Five  to  seven  production  wells  and  one  or  two  injection  wells  would  be  drilled.  It  is  anticipated  that  access 
would  be  provided  by  existing  roads,  and  the  construction  of  short  (0.5  to  l-mile  long)  roads  with  a surface 
of  1 8 to  20  feet  wide,  totaling  up  to  40  feet  wide  with  ditches,  cuts,  and  fills.  Surface  disturbance  from  well 
pad  and  road  construction  would  probably  range  from  2 to  6 acres  per  well.  The  power  plant  facility, 
including  separators,  energy  cimverters,  turbines,  generators,  condensers,  cooling  towers,  and  switchyard. 
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would  involve  an  estimated  5 to  10  acres.  Pipelines  and  powerlines  would  disturb  an  additional  3 to  6 acres, 
11  a water  cooling  system  is  employed,  1 to  3 water  wells,  requiring  about  0.25  acre  per  well,  would  be  drilled, 
unless  the  cooling  water  was  obtained  from  the  geothermal  steam  condensate.  Depending  upon  location, 
terrain,  geothermal  reservoir  characteristics,  and  type  of  generating  facility,  total  surface  disturbance  for  a 24 
megawatt  (gross)  geothermal  power  plant,  and  ancillar)'  structures,  would  probably  range  from  about  26  to  76 
acres,  or  about  1 to  3 acres  per  megawatt.  After  construction,  approximately  one-third  to  one-half  of  the 
disturbed  area  would  be  revegetated.  Prior  to  abandonment,  30  to  50  years  later,  the  remaining  disturbed  area 
would  be  reclaimed. 

Direct  Use  of  Geothermal  Energy 

Low-  and  moderate-temperature  (50  to  300  degrees  F)  geothermal  resources  have  many  direct  use 
applications.  Direct  applications,  and  potential  development  scenarios,  include  space  heating  and  cooling  of 
residences  and  businesses,  applications  in  agriculture,  aquaculture,  and  industry,  and  recreational  and 
therapeutical  bathing.  Depending  upon  the  type  of  use  and  magnitude  of  operation,  surface  disturbance 
could  range  from  a few  acres  for  a well  and  greenhouses,  or  food  processing  facility,  to  tens  of  acres  for  larger 
agricultural  or  aquacultural  developments. 

It  is  anticipated  that  no  direct  use  of  geothermal  energy  will  occur  during  the  plan  period. 

Solid  Minerals: 

Future  Trends  and  Assumptions 

The  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  solid  leasable  minerals  (both  energy  and  non-energ}^)  has  been  rated  as 
low  to  zero  throughout  the  planning  area.  Therefore,  there  is  no  anticipated  future  activity  related  to  this 
resource. 

Salable  Mineral  Resources 

Future  Trends  and  Assumptions 

The  major  use  of  salable  minerals  (primarily  sand,  gravel,  crushed  rock,  and  decorative  stone)  would  continue 
to  be  in  support  of  the  State  and  county  highway  and  road  system,  BLM  roads,  and^  to  a lesser  extent,  for 
private  purposes.  Decorative  stone  sales  to  individuals  are  expected  to  increase.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
need  for  rock  and  sand  and  gravel  will  increase  for  maintenance  and  construction  of  county  and  State  roads 
and  highways  due  to  the  continued  urbanization  of  northern  Idaho. 

Existing  quarries  and  pits  on  private  and  State  lands  for  obtaining  sand,  gravel,  and  rock  is  currently  satisfying 
the  markets,  however,  new  site  development  on  planning  area  lands  is  not  precluded  in  this  plan.  Decorative 
stone  sales  could  be  made  anywhere  throughout  the  planning  area  where  not  precluded  by  law  or  poliev. 

The  development  and  reclamation  of  mineral  material  sites  would  be  subject  to  the  regulations  found  in  43 
CFR  3600. 

Rock  Quarry,  Sand  & Gravel  Pit  Development 

Developed  material  sites  typically  disturb  approximately  15  to  20  acres  of  land  each.  This  acreage  is  necessary- 
for  the  mine  itself,  rock  crushing  operations,  truck  turn-around  areas,  access  trails  for  bulldozers  and  drills, 
overburden  stockpile  sites,  and  aggregate  stockpile  areas.  For  access  to  a new  quarts’  site,  approximatelv  0.5 
acre  of  land  would  be  disturbed  by  new  road  construction. 
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Currently  there  is  one  approved  sand  and  gravel  pit  in  the  planning  area,  with  anticipated  production  of 
300,000  cubic  yards  and  14.5  acres  of  surface  disturbance.  It  is  expected  that  this  site  would  be  udlized 
intermittently  throughout  the  planning  period,  and  that  1 to  3 new  sites  of  similar  size  would  be  opened  up. 
Any  exisdng  pit  expansion  that  causes  surface  disturbance  beyond  previously  inventoried  limits,  or  the 
development  ot  any  new  site,  would  require  resource  inventories,  site-specific  NEPA  compliance,  and 
development  and  reclamadon  plans. 

After  all  useable  material  is  removed,  reclamadon  work  would  proceed  according  to  an  approved 
interdisciplinary’  plan.  Upon  depledon,  reclamadon  work  would  be  conducted  on  the  material  sites  as  well  as 
on  all  unneeded  access  roads  and  trails.  Oversize  rock  would  be  put  back  into  the  quarries  or  pits,  and,  where 
possible,  cut-slopes  would  be  graded  to  conform  with  the  exisdng  topography.  Stockpiled  topsoil  would  be 
spread  over  side-slopes  and  floors,  and  seeded  as  directed  by  BLM.  Access  roads  and  trails  would  be  graded 
for  proper  drainage,  scarified,  and  seeded. 

Decorative  Stone 


It  is  andcipated  that  the  Coeur  d’Alene  office  would  receive  1 to  3 sale  requests  per  year  for  decoradve  stone. 
In  most  cases,  exisdng  roads  would  provide  access  to  areas  where  the  stone  is  scattered  on  the  surface.  In 
these  areas,  the  rock  would  be  hand-picked  and  loaded  directly  onto  pick-ups  or  flatbed  trucks,  or  onto 
pallets  and  then  loaded  onto  trucks.  There  could  be  both  on  and  off-road  vehicle  travel.  This  type  of  aedvity 
ty’picaUy  results  in  negligible  surface  disturbance.  There  is  a possibility  that  temporary  road  or  trail 
construedon  could  be  necessary^  to  gain  access  in  some  areas.  Prior  to  designadng  an  area  as  a decoradve 
rock  gathering  area,  and  prior  to  any  road  or  trail  construedon,  appropriate  inventories  and  NEPA 
compliance  would  be  conducted  to  prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradadon.  Reclamadon  plans  would  be 
developed  for  any  designated  coUeedng  areas  and  their  access  roads  and  trails. 

Locatable  Mineral  Resources 

Future  Trends  and  Assumptions 

The  major  commodides  of  interest  would  condnue  to  be  the  precious  metals  gold  and  silver.  This  is  based 
on  north  Idaho’s  mining  history  and  the  favorable  geology  for  mineral  occurrences.  The  other  possible 
commodity  of  interest  could  be  an  uncommon  variety  of  building  stone;  however,  none  have  been  idendfied 
in  the  planning  area.  Placer  gold  mining  in  the  Murray  area  and  development  of  underground  lode  deposits 
in  the  Silver  Valley  will  likely  be  the  main  form  of  locatable  mineral  resource  development.  Reclamadon 
science  would  condnue  to  advance  due  to  experience  and  research.  More  detailed  design  effort  would  be 
placed  on  the  reclamation  of  mined  lands  in  the  future.  This  would  result  in  an  overall  increase  in 
reclamadon  costs  but  those  costs  would  pay  dividends  in  the  future  with  increased  reclamadon  success. 

The  economics  of  mining  in  the  planning  area  would  be  driven  by  the  relationship  between  production  costs 
and  the  market  price  of  the  commodity.  While  produedon  costs  can  be  controlled  or  andcipated  through 
management  and  technology,  the  price  of  mineral  commodities  could  vary^  widely  from  year  to  year.  The 
overall  profitability  of  an  operation,  and  hence  the  level  of  aedvity  at  the  prospecting,  exploradon,  and  mining 
phases,  for  development  of  ore  bodies  would  be  closely  related  to  the  price  of  the  mineral  commodity. 

No  chemical  heap-leaching  operations  are  forecasted  during  the  plan  period.  If  such  an  operation  is 
proposed  during  the  life  of  the  plan,  it  would  be  subjected  to  environmental  review  under  a plan  of 
operations  pursuant  to  regulations  found  in  43  CFR  3809. 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  \'inal  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 


11-7 


Appendix  H.  Minerals  RFD 


Casual  Use,  Notices.  Plans  of  Operations.  Use  and  Occupancy 

I'here  are  three  levels  of  use  defined  by  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations;  casual,  notice,  and  plan  of  operations. 
Cienerally,  casual  use  means  activities  resulting  in  negligible,  if  any,  disturbance  of  public  lands  or  resources. 
Mechanized  earth-moving  equipment  or  truck-mounted  drills  are  not  allowed  under  casual  use.  Notice-level 
operations  involve  surface-disturbing  exploration  operations  of  5 acres  or  less.  Casual  use  and  notice-level 
operations  do  not  involve  Federal  actions  that  require  compliance  with  NEPA.  A plan  of  operations  is 
required  for  aU  mining  activity  that  is  not  casual  use,  regardless  of  the  number  of  acres  disturbed.  A plan  is 
also  required  for  all  exploration  activities  that  disturb  over  5 acres,  bulk  sampling  which  will  remove  1,000 
tons  or  more  of  presumed  ore  for  testing,  or  for  any  surface-disturbing  operations  greater  than  casual  use  in 
certain  Special  Management  Area’s  and  lands/waters  that  contain  federally-proposed  or  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species  or  their  proposed  or  designated  critical  habitat.  The  approval  of  plans  of  operations  is  a 
Federal  action  that  requires  NEPA  compliance.  Mining  claim  occupancy  associated  with  notice-  or  plan-level 
operations,  also  requires  compliance  with  NEPA. 

Details  of  plan  of  operations  filing  and  processing  requirements  can  be  found  in  43  CFR  3809.400. 
Generally,  plans  must  include  a detailed  description  of  aU  operations,  including  a map  showing  aU  areas  to  be 
disturbed  by  mining,  processing,  and  access,  aU  equipment  that  would  be  used,  periods  of  use,  and  any 
necessary  buddings  or  structures.  A detailed  reclamation  plan  to  meet  the  standards  found  in  43  CFR 
3809.420,  and  a monitoring  plan  to  monitor  the  effect  of  operations  are  also  required.  An  interim 
management  plan  showing  how  the  project  area  would  be  managed  during  periods  of  temporar}"  closure  to 
prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  must  also  be  submitted.  The  operator  also  must  submit  a 
reclamation  cost  estimate.  The  BLM  may  require  operational  and  baseUne  environmental  information,  and 
any  other  information,  needed  to  ensure  that  operations  wiU  not  cause  unnecessary?  and  undue  degradation. 

VCTien  a plan  of  operations  is  received,  BLM  would  review  it  to  make  sure  that  it  is  complete.  MTere 
necessaiy?,  the  BLM  would  consult  with  the  State  to  ensure  operations  would  be  consistent  with  State 
requirements.  In  addition,  the  BLM  would  conduct  any  consultation  required  under  the  “National  Historic 
Preservation  Act”  or  “Endangered  Species  Act.”  On-site  visits  would  be  scheduled  when  necessar\^  BLM 
could  require  changes  to  the  plan  of  operations  to  ensure  that  the  performance  standards  found  in  43  CFR 
3809.420  would  be  met,  and  that  no  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  lands  or  resources  would  occur.  In 
addition,  site  specific  mitigating  measures  would  be  imposed  when  necessary^  A financial  guarantee  covering 
the  estimated  cost  of  reclamation,  as  if  BLM  were  to  contract  with  a third-party,  would  have  to  be  provided 
before  operations  could  begin.  The  financial  guarantee  would  have  to  be  sufficient  not  only  to  cover  costs  of 
reclamation,  but  also  costs  associated  with  interim  stabilization  and  compliance  with  federal,  state,  and  local 
environmental  requirements  while  third-party  contracts  would  be  developed  and  executed. 

BLM  approval  is  necessaiy?  to  occupy  public  land  for  more  than  14  calendar  days  in  any  90-day  period  within 
a 25-mile  radius  of  the  initially  occupied  site.  Details  for  the  submittal  and  approval  of  use  and  occupancy  are 
contained  in  43  CFR  3710.  As  defined  in  these  regulations,  occupancy  means  full  or  part-time  residence  on 
the  public  lands.  It  also  means  activities  that  involve  residence;  the  construction,  presence,  or  maintenance  of 
temporary  or  permanent  structures  that  may  be  used  for  such  purposes;  or  the  use  of  a watchman  or 
caretaker  for  the  purpose  of  monitoring  activities.  Residence  or  structures  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
tents,  motorhomes,  trailers,  campers,  cabins,  houses,  buildings,  and  storage  of  equipment  or  supplies.  Also 
included  are  barriers  to  access,  fences,  gates,  and  signs  intended  to  restrict  public  access. 

Permanent  structure  means  a structure  fixed  to  the  ground  by  any  of  the  various  ppes  of  foundations,  slabs, 
piers,  or  poles,  or  other  means  allowed  by  building  codes.  The  term  also  includes  a structure  placed  on  the 
ground  that  lacks  foundations,  slabs,  piers,  or  poles,  and  that  can  only  be  moved  through  disassembly  into  its 
component  parts  or  by  techniques  commonly  used  in  house  moving.  The  term  does  not  applv  to  tents  or 
lean-tos. 
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The  disposal  ot  sewage  and  gra^'-water  would  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  IDEQ.  The  disposal 
of  garbage  and  other  debris  would  be  subject  to  all  appropriate  local,  state,  and  Federal  rules  and  regulations. 
Likewise,  the  drilling  of  any  water  wells  would  be  subject  to  all  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources 
requirements.  Permanent  structures  would  be  subject  to  all  state  and  county  permitting.  Copies  of  all 
required  local  and  state  approvals  and  permits  would  be  filed  with  the  BLM  prior  to  allowing  any  occupancy. 

Background  on  the  Development  of  a Locatable  Minerals  Mine 

The  development  of  a mine  from  exploration  to  production  can  be  divided  into  four  stages.  Each  stage 
requires  the  application  of  more  discriminating  (and  more  expensive)  techniques  over  a successively  smaller 
land  area  to  identify,  develop,  and  produce  an  economic  mineral  deposit.  A full  sequence  of  developing  a 
mineral  project  involves  reconnaissance,  prospecting,  exploration,  and  mine  development. 

Reconnaissance:  Reconnaissance-level  activity  is  the  first  stage  in  exploring  for  a mineral  deposit.  This 
activity  involves  initial  literature  search  of  an  area  of  interest,  using  available  references  such  as  publications, 
reports,  maps,  aerial  photos,  etc.  The  area  of  study  can  vary  from  hundreds  to  thousands  of  square  miles. 
Activity'  that  would  normally  take  place  includes  large  scale  mapping,  regional  geochemical  and  geophysical 
studies,  and  remote  sensing  with  aerial  photography  or  satellite  imagery.  These  studies  are  usually  undertaken 
by  academic  or  government  entities,  or  major  corporations. 

The  p'pe  of  surface-disturbing  activity  associated  with  reconnaissance-level  mineral  inventoty'  is  usually  no 
more  than  occasional  stream  sediment,  or  soil  and  rock,  sampling.  Minor  off-road  vehicle  use  could  be 
required. 

Prospecting:  The  prospecting  area  of  interest  is  identified  based  on  the  information  gathered  during 
reconnaissance.  This  area  could  range  from  a single  square  mile  to  an  entire  mountain  range  of  several 
hundred  square  miles.  Activity'  that  would  take  place  in  an  effort  to  locate  a mineral  prospect  includes  more 
detailed  mapping,  sampling,  geochemical  and  geophysical  study  programs.  Also,  this  is  the  time  when 
property  acquisition  efforts  usually  begin  and  most  mining  claims  are  located  in  order  to  secure  ground  while 
ttying  to  make  a mineral  discover}'.  Prospecting  on  an  annual  basis  is  considered  a minimum  requirement, 
under  the  mining  laws,  to  secure  a claim. 

T\pes  of  surface  disturbing  activity  associated  with  prospecting  would  involve  more  intense  soil  and  rock 
chip  sampling  using  mosdy  hand  tools,  frequent  off-road  vehicle  use,  and  placement  and  maintenance  of 
mining  claim  monuments.  This  activity  is  normally  considered  “casual  use”  (43  CFR  3809.5)  and  does  not 
require  BLM  notification  or  approval. 

Exploration:  Upon  location  of  a sufficiently  anomalous  mineral  occurrence,  or  favorable  occurrence 

indicator,  a mineral  prospect  is  established  and  is  subjected  to  more  intense  evaluation  through  exploration 
techniques.  Activities  that  take  place  during  exploration  include  those  utilized  during  prospecting  but  at  a 
more  intense  level  in  a smaller  area.  In  addition,  activities  such  as  road  building,  trenching,  and  drilling  are 
conducted.  In  later  stages  of  exploration,  an  exploratory  adit  or  shaft  may  be  driven.  If  the  prospect  already 
has  underground  workings  these  may  be  sampled,  drilled,  or  extended.  Exploration  activities  utilize 
mechanized  earth-moving  equipment,  drill  rigs,  etc.,  and  may  involve  the  use  of  explosives. 

Typical  exploration  projects  in  the  planning  area  could  include:  in-stream  dredging  with  portable  suction 
dredges,  exploratory  drilling  which  could  include  construction  of  new  roads,  use  of  explosives  to  sample  rock 
outcroppings,  and  excavation  of  test  pits.  If  the  exploration  project  disturbs  5 acres  or  less,  it  is  conducted 
under  a “Notice”  (43  CFR  3809.301)  which  requires  the  operator  to  notify  BLM  15  days  before  beginning  the 
activity.  If  the  project  disturbs  more  than  5 acres,  it  is  conducted  under  a “Plan  of  (Operations  (43  (.FR 
3809.401)  and  requires  NEPA  compliance  before  approval. 


l^roposed  C.oeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Rian  and  \inal  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 


11-9 


Appendix  H.  Minerals  RFD 


Mine  Development:  If  exploration  results  show  that  an  economically  viable  mineral  deposit  is  present, 

activity  would  intensify  to  obtain  detailed  knowledge  regarding  reserves,  possible  mining  methods,  and 
mineral  processing  requirements.  This  would  involve  applying  all  the  previously  utilized  exploration  tools  in 
a more  intense  effort.  Once  enough  informadon  is  acquired,  a feasibility  study  would  be  made  to  decide 
whether  to  proceed  with  mine  development  and  what  mining  and  ore  processing  methods  would  be  utilized. 

Once  the  decision  to  develop  the  property  is  made,  the  mine  permitting  process  begins.  Upon  approval, 
work  begins  on  development  of  the  mine  infrastructure.  This  includes  construction  of  the  mill,  offices,  and 
laboratory;  driving  of  development  workings  if  the  property  is  to  be  underground  mined,  or  pre-stripping  if  it 
is  to  be  open  pit  mined;  and  building  of  access  roads  or  haulage  routes,  and  placement  of  utility  services. 
During  this  time  additional  refinement  of  ore  reserves  is  made. 

Once  enough  facilities  are  in  place,  actual  mine  production  begins.  Concurrent  with  production  there  often 
are  “satellite”  exploration  efforts  to  expand  the  mine’s  reserve  base  and  extend  the  project  Hfe.  Reclamation 
of  the  property  is  conducted  concurrently  with,  or  upon  completion  of,  the  mining  operation.  Often  sub- 
economic  resources  remain  unmined  and  the  property  is  dormant,  waiting  for  changes  in  commodity  price  or 
production  technology  that  would  make  these  resources  economic. 

Activities  that  occur  on  these  lands  include:  actual  mining,  ore  processing,  tailings  disposal,  waste  rock 
placement,  solution  processing,  metal  refining,  and  placement  of  support  facilities  such  as  repair  shops,  labs, 
and  offices.  Such  activities  involve  the  use  of  heavy  earthmoving  equipment  and  explosives  for  mining  and 
materials  handling,  exploration  equipment  for  refinement  of  the  ore  reserve  base,  hazardous  or  dangerous 
reagents  for  processing  requirements,  and  general  construction  activities. 

The  size  of  mines  varies  greatly  and  not  all  mines  would  require  aU  the  previously  mentioned  facilities  and 
equipment.  Acreage  involved  can  range  from  less  than  5 acres  to  several  hundred.  Most  mining  operations 
in  the  planning  area  are  under  5 acres.  Any  mining  that  involves  greater  than  casual  use,  regardless  of  the 
number  of  acres,  requires  the  submittal  of  a plan  of  operations,  and  appropriate  NEPA  analysis,  under  43 
CFR  3809.401  and  .411. 

Gold/Silver 


Based  on  the  mineral  exploration  over  the  past  twenty  years,  it  is  anticipated  that  2 to  3 notices  per  year 
would  be  submitted  over  the  life  of  this  plan.  These  notices  could  be  located  anywhere,  but  likely  areas 
include  BLM  lands  in  the  Silver  Valley  and  around  Murray,  Idaho.  Each  notice  covers  exploration  activities 
which  cause  less  than  5 acres  of  disturbance,  therefore  it  is  anticipated  that  on  average  no  more  than  10  acres 
per  year  will  be  affected.  Upon  completion  of  activities  covered  by  each  notice,  which  is  t^q^icaUy  within  2 
years  of  approval,  the  disturbed  lands  will  be  reclaimed  as  outlined  in  the  proposal.  This  uqjically  requires  a 2 
to  3 year  time  period  for  re-establishment  of  an  acceptable  vegetative  cover. 

In  addition  to  the  gold  exploration  mentioned  above,  it  is  anticipated  that  up  to  5 notices  for  in-stream 
suction  dredging  would  be  filed  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  In-stream  dredging  is  usually  a one  to  two  person 
operation  using  a floating  suction  dredge  with  a 5 to  7 horsepower  engine.  The  dredge  pulls  up  aU  the  gravel 
in  the  stream  down  to  bedrock.  The  gravels  are  passed  over  a sluice  box  and  are  returned  to  the  stream 
without  the  gold.  This  process  does  not  require  any  chemicals.  Most  of  the  dredges  have  an  intake  nozzle 
opening  of  less  than  5 inches  diameter.  Other  activities  associated  with  dredging  include  temporan’ 
occupancy  and  minor  road  and  trail  construction.  These  operations  would  be  monitored  pursuant  to  the 
regulations  found  in  43  CFR  3809. 
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Appendix  I:  Recommendations  for  Coordinating  Land  Management  Activities  with 
Elk  Habitat  Preferences 


The  following  information  is  based  on  recommendations  from  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Timber  Harvest  Recommendations 

1 . Any  silvicultural  method  that  changes  the  vegetation  so  that  it  no  longer  meets  the  definition  of 
cover  should  be  confined  to  an  area  with  a maximum  width  of  305  meters  (1,000  feet)  and 
should  be  bordered  on  all  sides  by  cover  not  less  than  243  meters  (800  feet)  width. 

2.  Regeneration  har\"est  is  usually  preferred  over  other  t}^es  of  timber  harvest  techniques  because  it 
provides  better  forage  and  reduces  the  amount  of  future  harvest  activity  in  the  area. 

3.  Maintain  slash  depth  at  less  than  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet)  in  order  to  minimize  impact  on  elk 
movements,  distribution  and  habitat  use. 

4.  In  appropriate  habitat  t\qies,  broadcast  burn  logging  slash  in  the  fall  to  get  maximum  elk  forage 
protection. 

5.  Plan  timber  sales  so  maximum  duration  of  disturbance  in  any  one  area  is  two  years  in  succession. 
This  can  be  accomplished  with  smaller  sales,  or  scheduling  larger  sales  by  compartment  in  a 
certain  sequence  through  contract  stipulations.  This  would  eliminate  random  logging  over  the 
entire  sale  area. 

6.  Refrain  from  logging  areas  when  elk  would  normally  be  using  them,  if  feasible.  For  example,  do 
not  log  important  summer  habitat  during  that  season  especially  if  a viable  option  is  to  log  during 
the  winter. 

7.  If  summer  logging  is  planned  on  elk  summer  range,  provide  adjacent  security  areas  at  least  as 
large  as  the  area  being  disturbed  for  the  animals  to  move  to  during  periods  of  timber  harvest 
and/or  road  building  activity.  Try  to  provide  a ridge  line  between  the  disturbed  area  and  security 
area.  It  is  preferable  to  have  several  adjacent  security  areas  available. 

Road  Recommendations 

8.  When  major  elk  trails  are  bisected  by  roads,  crossings  should  be  provided  across  cut  and  fill 
slopes  so  they  do  not  exceed  natural  gradients.  This  is  especially  necessaty'^  when  cut  slopes  are 
over  2.5  meters  (8  feet)  high  and/or  have  a greater  than  V4  to  1 slope. 

9.  Vegetation  removal  along  road  sides  should  not  extend  any  further  from  road  edge  than 
necessary  for  logging  activities. 

10.  Slash  depths  adjacent  to  roads  in  cleared  rights-of-ways  should  not  exceed  0.5  meters  (1.5  feet)  in 
depth.  In  areas  where  this  level  of  slash  disposal  is  impractical,  openings  16  feet  wide  thru  the 
slash  at  61  meter  (200  foot)  intervals  are  recommended,  especially  on  ridges  and  trail  crossings. 

11.  Maintain  a minimum  91  meter  (300  foot)  buffer  strip  between  open  forest  roads  and  openings 
which  serve  as  feeding  areas. 
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12.  Roads  daat  are  to  remain  open  should  have  two  sight  distance  buffers  adjacent  to  saddles, 
meadows,  riparian  areas,  and  ridge  tops  as  these  are  usually  major  elk  use  areas.  One  sight 
distance  hides  90%  of  an  elk  at  61  meters  (200  feet). 

13.  New  road  construction  should  be  temporary  in  nature  and  permanently  closed/ re-contoured 
when  work  is  completed  unless  the  new  road  is  part  of  an  extensive  access  management  plan. 

14.  Install  gates  at  onset  of  road  building  activity  when  the  objective  is  to  prevent  human  use 
patterns  from  becoming  established.  These  gates  should  be  closed  and  locked  during  any  period 
of  logging  inactivity  exceeding  24  hours. 

15.  Inform  the  public  by  aU  types  of  news  media,  including  signs  on  gates,  about  reasons  for  and 
dates  of  road  closures. 

16.  Replace  gates  with  re-contoured  slopes  after  logging  activity  where  maximum  elk  security  and 
habitat  use  is  desired. 

17.  Revegetate  the  driving  surface  as  well  as  cut  and  fiU  slopes  on  permanently  closed  roads. 

1 8.  Maintain  buffer  strips  (that  wiU  qualify  as  hiding  cover  if  possible)  along  roads  left  open  during 
the  normal  elk  use  period.  These  buffers  should  be  at  least  two  sight  distances  wide  when 
separating  the  road  form  an  opening.  One  sight  distance  hides  90%  of  an  elk  at  61  meters  (200 
feet). 

Protecting  Special  Habitat  Components 

19.  Consult  a wildlife  biologist  about  the  occurrence  and/or  importance  of  special  habitat 
components  on  a case  by  case  basis. 

20.  Maintain  the  value  of  licks  and  wallows  by  buffering  from  disturbance  for  at  least  two  site 
distances.  One  sight  distance  hides  90%  of  an  elk  at  61  meters  (200)  feet. 

21.  Do  not  permit  activities  such  as  timber  harvest,  livestock  grazing,  or  road  building  on  established 
calving  and  rearing  areas  during  the  period  of  May  1 through  July  15. 

22.  Protect  known  major  elk  travel  routes  with  buffer  strips  on  either  side  for  at  least  two  site 
distances.  One  sight  distance  hides  90%  of  an  elk  at  61  meters  (200  feet). 
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Section  I 
Eligibility  Study 


1.1  Introduction  AND  Summary 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (WSRA)  of  October  2,  1968,  (P.L.  90-542,  as  amended) 
directs  federal  agencies  to  consider  potendal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  additions  through 
their  respective  land  use  planning  processes.  In  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Act, 
evaluation  of  potential  rivers  involves  a sequential  process  to  determine  eligibility, 
tentative  classification  and  then  a recommendation  on  suitability  for  inclusion  to  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  (NWSRS).  BLM  Manual  8351  provides 
process  guidance.  Eligibility  and  tentative  classification  determinations  comprise  an 
inventory.  Subsequent  suitability  determinations  are  resource  management  plan  outputs 
expressed  as  recommendations.  Ultimate  designation  for  inclusion  to  the  NWSRS  is  a 
Congressional  decision. 

AH  named  streams  within  the  planning  area  with  BLM  surface  ownership  were  screened 
against  Wild  and  Scenic  River  eligibility  criteria  (Appendix  A).  This  involved  portions  or 
all  of  133  streams  (Appendix  B).  Nearly  all  these  streams  were  found  to  meet  the  free 
flowing  eligibility  criteria.  Five  free  flowing  stream  segments  were  found  to  possess  one 
or  more  “outstandingly  remarkable”  resource  value  and  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  These  include  a segment  of  the  Kootenai 
River,  a segment  of  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River  and  the  entire  length  of  Lost 
Lake  Creek,  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek,  and  Lund  Creek. 

1 .2  Process  Overview 

BLM’s  geographic  information  system  was  used  to  identify  and  map  rivers  and  streams 
with  BLM  surface  ownership.  The  river  and  streams  layer  derived  from  the  USGS  (U.S. 
Geological  Survey)  National  Hydrographic  Data  Set  and  the  BLM  surface  ownership 
layer  were  combined  to  produce  a list  of  1 33  potentially  free  flowing  streams  to  consider 
(Appendix  B).  Within  their  individual  area(s)  of  expertise,  staff  specialists  assessed  these 
streams  against  WSRA  eligibility  criteria  using  available  inventoty'  information  and  their 
personal  knowledge  of  the  area  (Appendix  A).  Process  details  include: 
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• No  new  resource  inventories  were  conducted.  Eixisting  information  was  used. 

• Stream  segments  previously  studied  for  suitability  were  not  reevaluated  for 
eligibility.  This  involved  one  stream  with  BLM  ownership,  the  St.  Joe  River. 

• Only  named  streams  were  included  on  the  potential  rivers  list.  Un-named 
tributaries  to  these  named  streams  were  considered  along  with  the  named 
stream  if  BLM  lands  were  involved. 

• In  accordance  with  BLM  policy,  only  stream  segments  with  predominant 
federal  ownership  were  evaluated. 

• In  instances  where  BLM  and  National  Forest  lands  are  intermingled  the  total 
federal  segment  was  considered. 

1 .2. 1 Eligibility  Criteria 
Free  Flowing 

Free-flowing  is  defined  in  the  WSRA  as  “existing  or  flowing  in  a natural  condition 
without  impoundment,  diversion,  straightening,  rip-rapping,  or  other  modification  of 
the  waterway.”  The  existence  of  small  dams  or  other  structures  does  not  automatically 
disqualify  a stream  from  consideration  for  inclusion  to  the  NWSRS.  There  is  no 
minimum  flow  requirement  and  a stream  need  not  be  boatable  or  floatable  in  order  to 
be  eligible.  Congress  did  not  require  rivers  to  be  “naturally  flowing”.  Impoundments 
upstream  or  downstream  of  a river  segment  which  regulates  the  flow  regime  through  it 
does  not  disqualify  it  from  consideration. 

Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values 

The  WSRA  requires  a river  segment  to  contain  one  or  more  “outstandingly  remarkable” 
value  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  to  the  NWSRS.  Seven  specific  resource  values  are 
listed  and  a general  value  categor}^  identified  as  “other  similar  values”  is  also  included. 
The  Act  does  not  define  the  terms  “outstandingly  remarkable”  or  prescribe  standards 
for  evaluating  individual  resource  values.  Agency  guidance  fon  doing  so  is  provided  in 
BLM  Manual  8351  and  is  summarized  below. 

• Scenic:  The  landscape  elements  of  land  form,  vegetation,  water,  color  and 

related  factors  result  in  notable  or  exemplary'  visual  features  or  attractions. 
Additional  factors  such  as  seasonal  variations  in  vegetation,  scale  of  cultural 
modifications,  and  length  of  time  negative  intrusions  are  viewed  can  also  be 
considered  when  analyzing  scenic  values.  Diverse  scenert'  and  visual 
attractions  exist  over  a majority  of  the  public  lands,  are  not  common  to  other 
streams  and  are  of  a quality  to  attract  visitors  from  outside  the  area. 

• Recreational:  Recreational  opportunities  are  unique  enough  to  attract  visitors 
from  outside  the  area.  Visitors  would  be  willing  to  travel  long  distances  to  use 
the  water  related  resources  for  recreational  purposes.  Recreation  opportunities 
could  include  but  are  not  limited  to  sightseeing,  wildlife  obser\’ation,  camping. 
Photography,  hiking,  fishing,  hunting  and  boating.  Also,  interpretive 
opportunities  may  be  exceptional. 
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• Geologic:  1 he  stream  corridor  provides  an  example(s)  of  a geologic  feature, 
process  or  phenomenon  that  is  rare,  unusual,  or  unique  to  the  region.  The 
feature(s)  may  be  in  an  unusual  stage  of  development,  represent  a “textbook” 
example  and/ or  represent  a unique  or  rare  combination  of  geologic  features 
(e.g.,  erosional,  volcanic,  glacial,  or  other  geologic  structure). 

• Fisheries:  Fisher)'  values  may  be  judged  on  the  relative  merits  of  either  fish 
populations  or  habitat,  or  a combination  of  both. 

Populadons:  The  stream  is  a top  producer  of  resident  and/or  indigenous  fish 
species  either  nationally  or  regionally.  Of  significance  may  be  the  presence  of 
wild  or  unique  stocks  or  populations  of  listed  or  candidate  threatened  and 
endangered  species.  Diversity  of  species  is  also  an  important  consideration. 

Habitat:  The  stream  segment  contributes  to  exceptionally  high  habitat  for  fish 
species  indigenous  to  the  region.  Of  particular  significance  is  habitat  for 
federally  listed  or  candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

• Wildlife:  Wildlife  values  may  be  judged  on  the  relative  merits  of  either  wildlife 
populations  or  habitat,  or  a combination  of  both. 

Populations:  Stream  corridor  lands  support  populations  of  resident  or 

indigenous  wildlife  species  important  in  the  area  or  nationally.  Of  particular 
significance  are  species  considered  to  be  unique  or  populations  of  listed  or 
candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

Habitat:  Stream  corridor  lands  contribute  to  exceptionally  high  quality  habitat 
for  wildlife  species  important  in  the  area  or  nationally,  or  they  provide  unique 
habitat  or  a critical  link  in  habitat  conditions  for  listed  or  candidate  threatened 
and  endangered  species.  Contiguous  habitat  conditions  should  be  such  that  the 
biological  needs  of  the  species  are  met. 

• Cultural:  The  stream  corridor  contains  prehistoric  sites  that  are  rare,  have 

unusual  characteristics,  or  possess  exceptional  human-interest  values.  Sites  may 
have  national  or  regional  importance  for  interpreting  prehistoty,  be  rare,  or 
represent  an  area  where  a culture  or  cultural  period  was  first  identified  and 
described.  Sites  may  have  been  used  by  two  or  more  cultural  groups  or  may 
have  been  used  for  rare  or  sacred  purposes. 

• Historical:  The  stream  corridor  contains  sites  or  features  associated  with  a 
significant  event,  an  important  person,  or  a cultural  activity  of  the  past  that  was 
rare  or  unusual  in  the  area.  Sites  or  features  listed  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  may  be  of  particular  significance. 

• Other  Similar  Values:  Specific  evaluation  guidelines  have  not  been  developed 
for  the  “other  similar  values”  category.  Additional  values  including  but  not 
limited  to  hydrologic,  ecologic  diversity,  paleontologic,  botanic,  and  scientihe 
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study  opportunities  should  be  considered  in  a manner  consistent  with  and 
similar  to  the  forgoing  resource  evaluations. 

1.2.2  Tentative  Classification 

A second  step  of  the  inventory  process  is  to  assign  a tentative  classification  to  eligible 
river  segments  (Appendices  C and  D).  The  WSRA  specifies  three  classification 
categories:  wild,  scenic,  and  recreational.  Classification  is  based  on  the  level  or  degree  of 
development  of  the  river  and  adjacent  lands  (Appendix  C).  Each  category'  is  specifically 
defined  in  the  Act  as  follows: 

• Wild  River  Aiteas:  “Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are  free  of 

impoundments  and  generally  inaccessible  except  by  trail,  with  watersheds  or 
shorelines  essentially  primitive  and  waters  unpolluted.  These  represent  vestiges 
of  primitive  America”. 

• Scenic  River  Areas:  “Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are  free  of 

impoundments,  with  shorelines  or  watersheds  still  largely  primitive  and 
shorelines  largely  undeveloped,  but  accessible  in  places  by  roads.” 

• Recreational  River  Areas:  “Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are  readily 
accessible  by  road  or  railroad,  that  may  have  some  development  along  their 
shorelines,  and  that  may  have  undergone  some  impoundment  or  diversion  in 
the  past.” 

1 .3  Eligibility  Review  Results 
1.3.1  Kootenai  River 

Eligible  Segment:  Montana  state  line  downstream  to  and  including  Hideaway  Islands 

Total  Length  — 22.5  kilometers  (14  miles) 

BLM  Administered  Frontage  — 9.5  kilometers  (5.73  miles) 

% 

Tentative  Classification:  Recreational 

Outstandingly  Remarkable  Value(s):  Fisheries,  Wildlife,  Botanic 

This  stream  segment  starts  at  the  border  of  Idaho  and  Montana  and  extends 
downstream  to  the  lower  end  of  Hideaway  Islands.  Hideaway  Islands  are  designated  a 
Research  Natural  Area.  The  shoreline  ownership  is  intermingled  BLM,  National  Forest, 
state  and  private  lands.  It  flows  through  a defined  canyon  without  road  or  trail  access. 
A Burlington  Northern  rail  line  follows  the  south  shoreline  for  its  entire  length  so  this 
segment  best  meets  the  recreational  river  classification  category'.  Below  this  eligible 
segment  the  river  continues  for  more  than  80  kilometers  -(50  miles)  before  entering 
Canada.  This  downstream  segment  may  also  be  eligible  but  contains  no  BLM  lands  to 
consider.  An  upstream  segment  in  Montana  may  also  be  eligible  but  is  outside  the 
planning  area  and  contains  no  BLM  land  to  consider.  The  Forest  Ser\tice,  through  their 
forest  plan  revision,  will  determine  eligibility  of  the  Montana  segment  of  the  River. 
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The  Kootenai  River  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  the  endangered  white 
sturgeon,  threatened  bull  trout,  and  BLM  sensitive  burbot  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout. 
The  Bonneville  Power  Administration  is  proposing  to  add  nutrients  to  this  segment  of 
the  river  to  (1)  replace  nutrients  trapped  by  Libby  Dam  and  (2)  enhance  fish  production 
in  the  river.  The  associated  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  public  lands  are  either  Proper 
Functioning  Condition  or  Functional  At-Risk. 

Bald  eagles  nest  along  the  Kootenai  River  from  the  Montana  state  line  downstream  to 
the  Hideaway  Islands.  The  Moyie  nest  was  first  discovered  in  1990  and  produced  7 
young  eagles  in  15  years  (0.47  per  year).  The  Katka  nest  was  first  discovered  in  1996 
and  produced  4 young  eagles  in  9 years  (0.44  per  year).  The  Crossport  nest  was  first 
discovered  in  1995  and  produced  11  young  eagles  in  10  years  (1.1  per  year). 

Hideaway  Islands  were  designated  as  an  RNA/ACEC  for  unique  botanical  values.  The 
islands  contain  a good  example  of  a black  cottonwood/ red-osier  dogwood  riparian  plant 
community  in  various  stages  of  ecological  succession.  Three  species  of  cottonwood  are 
found  on  the  islands:  black  cottonwood,  narrowleaf  cottonwood,  and  eastern 

cottonwood.  Eastern  cottonwood  is  found  primarily  east  of  the  Mississippi  River,  with 
a disjunct  distribution  in  the  western  U.S.  This  species  is  uncommon  in  Idaho.  The 
Idaho  Conservation  Data  Center  (CDC)  ranks  the  black  cottonwood/red-osier 
dogwood  community  type  as  “SI”  in  Idaho.  An  SI  rank  is  assigned  to  plant  species  or 
communities  that  are  critically  imperiled  statewide  (typically  5 or  fewer  occurrences  or 
less  than  5 percent  of  native  range  currently  occupied  by  high  quality  examples  of  pq^e) 
or  especially  vulnerable  to  extirpation  from  the  state.  Hideaway  Islands  is  managed  by 
BLM  in  a non-destructive  and  non-manipulative  manner  to  preserve  the  existing  plant 
communities  in  an  unmodified  condition  for  the  primar}"  purpose  of  research  and 
education. 

1 .3.2  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River 

Eligible  Segment:  Source  at  Fish  Lake  downstream  to  National  Forest  boundar\" 

Total  Length  - 5.8  kilometers  (3.61  miles) 

BLM  Administered  Length  — 4.1  kilometers  (2.56  miles) 

Tentative  Classification:  Wild,  Recreational 
Outstandingly  Remarkable  Value(s):  Fisheries 

This  stream  segment  starts  at  Fish  Lake  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  Wilderness 
Study  Area  (WSA).  Outside  the  WSA  it  flows  east  across  a Forest  Ser\tice  section  and 
then  again  onto  BLM  land.  The  stream  segment  considered  here  terminates  at  the 
section  line  common  to  sections  1 and  12,  T.  43  N.,  R.  4 E.,  B.M.  Beyond  this  point  the 
stream  continues  but  is  located  all  on  National  Forest  land.  A trail  starts  at  Forest  Road 
#1925  and  parallels  the  stream  providing  access  to  Fish  Lake.  The  trail  is  a two  track 
primitive  road  that  is  maintained  to  a trail  width.  This  stream  segment  accessible  by  trail 
best  meets  the  wild  river  classification  category.  The  remaining  downstream  segment  is 
crossed  and  followed  by  forest  roads  and  best  meets  the  recreational  river  classitication 
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categor}'.  The  entire  stream  was  identified  by  the  Forest  Service  as  eligible  in  the  1987 
Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forests  Forest  Plan. 

The  Little  North  Fork  of  the  Clearwater  River  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for 
the  threatened  bull  trout  and  BLM  sensitive  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bull  trout  redds 
have  been  counted  on  this  creek  since  1996,  and  have  averaged  approximately  0.48 
redds  per  stream  mile.  The  associated  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  public  lands  is  in  Proper 
Functioning  Condition. 

1.3.3  Lost  Lake  Creek 

Eligible  Segment:  Entire  stream  from  Lost  Lake  to  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  R. 
Total  Length  — 5.5  kilometers  (3.43  miles) 

BLM  Administered  Length  — 1.7  kilometers  (1.06  miles) 

Tentative  Classification:  Wild,  Scenic 
Outstandingly  Remarkable  Value:  Fisheries 

An  intermingled  land  ownership  pattern  exists  along  this  stream.  It  begins  at  Lost  Lake 
on  National  Forest  land  and  then  crosses  BLM  land  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain 
WSA.  It  then  alternates  back  and  forth  from  National  Forest  to  private  land  lands  twice 
before  terminating  on  BLM  land  where  it  intersects  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater 
River.  A foot  trail  starts  at  Forest  Road  #1925  and  follows  the  stream  accessing  Lost 
Lake.  It  starts  as  a two  track  primitive  road  and  then  narrows  to  a single-track  trail  after 
entering  the  WSA.  This  stream  segment  accessible  by  trail  best  meets  the  wild  river 
classification  categor}^  The  remainder  downstream  from  Forest  Road  #1925  best  meets 
the  scenic  river  classification  categor\^ 

Lost  Lake  Creek  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  the  threatened  bull  trout  and 
BLM  sensitive  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  One  bull  trout  redd  was  counted  in  2000  and 
again  in  2004.  The  associated  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  public  lands  is  in  Proper 
Functioning  Condition. 

1.3.4  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek 

Eligible  Segment:  Entire  stream  from  Little  Lost  Lake  to  Little  North  Fork 

Clearwater  R. 

Total  Length  — 5.0  kilometers  (3.09  miles) 

BLM  Administered  Length  — 3.4  kilometers  (2.13  miles) 

Tentative  Classification:  Wild 
Outstandingly  Remarkable  Value(s):  Fisheries 

All  BLM  lands  on  this  stream  are  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA.  The  lower 
portion  of  the  stream  crosses  National  Forest  land  before  terminating  at  its  confluence 
with  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River.  A primitive  road  on  National  forest  land  is 
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shown  on  the  USGS  7.5-minutc  Widow  Mountain  quadrangle  but  does  not  exist.  A 
foot  trail  provides  access  to  Little  Lost  Lake.  The  trail  follows  a ridge  parallel  to  the 
stream  and  is  about  0.4  kilometers  (0.25  mile)  off  the  stream  for  most  of  its  length.  The 
trail  starts  as  a two  track  primidve  road  and  then  narrows  to  a single-track  trail  after 
entering  the  WSA. 

Little  Lost  Lake  Creek  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  the  threatened  bull 
trout  and  BLM  sensitive  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bull  trout  redds  have  been  counted 
on  this  creek  since  1996,  and  has  averaged  approximately  0.60  redds  per  stream  mile. 
The  associated  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  public  lands  is  in  Proper  Functioning 
Condition. 

Members  of  the  experimental,  nonessential  population  of  gray  wolf  inhabit  the  greater 
area  that  is  partially  drained  by  Lost  Lake  Creek.  This  population  is  treated  as  a 
proposed  species  for  federal  listing  under  the  ESA.  This  area  also  provides  habitat  for 
the  threatened  Canada  lynx. 

1.3.5  Lund  Creek 

Eligible  Segment:  Entire  stream  from  its  source  to  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River 
Total  Length  — 6.2  kilometers  (3.88  mdes) 

BLM  Administered  Length:  5.0  kilometers  (3.09  miles) 

Tentative  Classification:  Wild 

Outstandingly  Remarkable  Value(s):  Fisheries,  Botanic 

All  BLM  lands  on  this  stream  are  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  Wilderness  Study 
Area.  Approximately  the  upper  half  of  the  stream  is  within  the  Lund  Creek  Research 
Natural  Area.  The  entire  drainage  is  largely  pristine.  The  lower  portion  of  the  stream 
crosses  National  Forest  lands  before  terminating  at  its  confluence  with  the  Little  North 
Fork  Clearwater  River.  An  un-maintained  primitive  road  used  as  a trail  is  located  on 
National  Forest  land  and  travels  a short  distance  up  the  drainage.  The  USGS  7.5- 
minute  Widow  Mountain  quadrangle  shows  this  primitive  road  as  a trail  and  shows  it 
extending  1.6  kilometers  (one  mile)  upstream  onto  BLM  lands.  This  trad  is  overgrown, 
not  maintained  and  for  all  practical  purposes  does  not  exist. 

Lund  Creek  provides  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  the  threatened  bud  trout  and 
BLM  sensitive  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bull  trout  redds  have  been  counted  on  this 
creek  since  1996,  and  has  averaged  approximately  1.22  redds  per  stream  mile.  This  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  Lund  Creek  has  the  best  water  temperatures  on  BLM  public  lands 
within  the  Little  North  Fork  drainage  for  bull  trout.  The  aquatic  habitat  is  in  very'  good 
ecological  condition,  and  the  associated  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  public  lands  is  in 
Proper  Functioning  Condition. 

The  Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEC  was  designated  to  protect  unique  natural  features  and 
ecological  diversity.  The  area  contains  stands  of  mature  mountain  hemlock  and 
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subalpine  plant  communities  dominated  by  subalpine  fir,  whitebark  pine,  and  mountain 
hemlock.  A number  of  aquatic  features  such  as  Pinchot  Marsh,  Little  I^st  Lake,  and  a 
bog,  marsh,  streams  and  waterfalls  are  present.  Lund  Creek  itself  and  its  associated 
riparian  plant  communities  are  rated  as  being  in  very  good  ecological  condition.  Bogs 
and  marshes  in  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area  are  considered  subalpine  peatlands, 
characterized  by  a mixture  of  plant  species  common  to  the  mountain  systems  of  western 
North  America,  as  well  as  plant  species  more  typical  of  boreal  habitats  occurring 
hundreds  of  miles  north  of  the  planning  area.  Although  peatlands  comprise  a very'  small 
percentage  of  vegetation  across  the  landscape  they  are  among  the  most  floristically 
diverse  vegetation  types.  Scientists  and  educators  are  encouraged  to  use  the  area  for 
study  purposes.  However,  aU  uses  must  be  non-destructive.  No  vegetative 
manipulation  (including  timber  harvest)  or  vehicle  use  is  permitted. 
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2.1  Introduction 

The  purpose  of  the  study  phase  is  to  determine  whether  eligible  river  segments  are 
suitable  or  unsuitable  for  inclusion  in  the  National  System,  per  the  criteria  of  the  WSR 
Act.  The  suitability  evaluation  does  not  result  in  actual  designation  but  only  a suitability 
determination  for  designation.  The  BLM  does  not  recommend  any  stream  segments  for 
designation  into  the  National  System,  and  no  stream  segment  studied  is  or  will  be 
automatically  designated  as  part  of  the  National  System.  Only  Congress  can  designate  a 
wild  and  scenic  river.  In  some  instances,  the  Secretar}'  of  the  Interior  may  designate  a 
wild  and  scenic  river  when  the  governor  of  a state,  under  certain  conditions,  petitions 
for  a river  to  be  designated.  Congress  will  ultimately  choose  the  legislative  language  if 
any  suitable  segments  are  presented  to  them.  Water  protection  strategies  and  measures 
to  meet  the  purposes  of  the  WSR  Act  will  be  the  responsibility  of  Congress  in  any 
legislation  proposed.  Rivers  found  unsuitable  will  be  dropped  from  further 
consideration  and  will  be  managed  according  to  the  objectives  outlined  in  the  Coeur  d’ 
Alene  (CdA)  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP).  The  CdA  FO  is  currently  preparing  a 
combined  RMP  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 

During  the  scoping  period  for  the  RIVIP,  two  comment  letters  were  received  identifying 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  as  an  issue.  Comments  provided  within  the  scoping  letters 
pertained  to  BLM’s  need  to  conduct  a wild  and  scenic  river  eligibility  and  suitability 
study  during  the  RMP  process.  No  specific  river  segments  were  identified.  One  of  the 
letter  authors  stated  that  they  felt  that  additions  to  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system 
were  warranted  and  appropriate  but  did  not  specifically  name  any  segments. 

Impacts  that  would  occur  from  designating  or  not  designating  the  eligible  and  suitable 
river  segments  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS  associated  with  the  RMP.  Public  review  and 
comment  on  suitability  determinations  included  in  the  Draft  RMP  are  considered  before 
the  BLM  makes  final  suitability  determinations. 
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The  following  eight  factors,  identified  in  BLM  Manual  Section  8351  (BI.M  1992),  are 
applied  to  each  eligible  river  segment  when  completing  the  suitability  study: 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the 
National  System; 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership,  use  in  the  area,  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses; 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that 
would  be  enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the 
National  System  and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the 
area  were  not  designated; 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  public,  or  other  interest  in  designating  or  not 
designating  the  river; 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands  and  interests  in  lands  and 
administering  the  area,  if  designated; 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a 
wild  and  scenic  river  or  other  means  to  protect  the  identified  values  other 
than  wild  and  scenic  river  designation; 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation; 
and 

8.  Other. 

2.2  Interim  Management  of  Suitable  Segments 

BLM  guidance  requires  that  interim  management  be  developed  and  followed  to  protect 
the  free-flowing  nature,  outstandingly  remarkable  values,  and  recommended 
classification  of  suitable  segments  until  congressional  action  regarding  designation  is 
taken.  Following  BLM  review  of  suitability  determinations,  interim  management 
measures  wiU  be  developed  for  each  suitable  segment. 

2.3  Suitability  Determinations  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 

This  section  contains  a discussion  of  eight  suitability  factors  in  relationship  to  each  of 
the  five  segments  determined  to  be  eligible  in  Section  1 (see  Map  #71  in  Volume  III  of 
the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS).  These  factors  were  described  above  in  Section  2.1. 

Segment  I:  Kootenai  River 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the  National 
System: 

The  outstandingly  remarkable  values  that  qualify  this  river  segment  as  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  NWSRS  are  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  botanical,  as  described  in  Section 
1.3.1.  Within  the  BLM-managed  portions  of  this  segment,  there  is  high  qualirv 
spawning  and/or  rearing  habitat  for  Kootenai  sturgeon,  bull  trout,  burbot,  and 
westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bald  eagles  nest  and  forage  along  the  Kootenai  River 


.1-2-2 


Proposed  C.oeur  d’Alene  Kesource  Manneement  Plm  and  I'inal  linvirvnmental  Impact  Statement 


2.  Suitability  Study 


from  the  Montana  state  line  downstream  to  Bonner’s  Ferry.  Botanic  Outstandingly 
Remarkable  Values  (ORVs)  are  related  to  the  unique  botanical  values  located  within 
the  Hideaway  Islands  RNA/ACEC. 

A Burlington  Northern  rail  line  follows  the  south  shoreline  for  the  entire  length  of 
this  segment. 

River  flow  through  the  BLM-managed  secdons  is  regulated  by  Libby  Dam 
operations  in  Montana.  Libby  Dam  is  operated  by  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration.  Current  operations  provide  sufficient  water  for  fisheries  and 
wildlife-related  ORVs.  However,  some  deterioration  to  sturgeon  spawning  habitat 
has  occurred,  requiring  spawning  mats  to  be  placed  in  the  river  in  certain  areas  to 
provide  adequate  spawning  substrate.  In  addition,  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  is  proposing  to  add  nutrients  to  this  segment  of  the  river  to  replace 
nutrients  trapped  by  the  dam  and  to  enhance  fish  production. 

Water  quality  concerns  have  been  identified  by  the  EPA  for  the  lower  Kootenai 
River.  In  2002  an  assessment  of  this  segment  of  the  Kootenai  River  was  found  to 
exceed  temperature  criteria,  and  submitted  to  EPA  as  category  3 waters  for  Idaho's 
proposed  2002  integrated  report.  Category  3 in  an  integrated  report  is  the  same  as 
the  old  303(d)  listed  water,  waters  for  which  a TMDL  needs  to  be  developed.  EPA 
hasn't  taken  any  action  at  this  time.  The  EPA  is  expected  to  include  the  2002 
findings  when  it  evaluates  the  2004  integrated  report.  None  of  the  mainstem 
Kootenai  River  segments  have  gone  through  the  whole  process  (public,  regulator}') 
to  be  officially  "listed"  by  the  EPA  (pers.  Com.  Steed  2005).  This  segment  is  listed 
as  non-supporting  for  cold  water  aquatic  species  due  to  elevated  water 
temperatures.  It  is  believed  that  a lack  of  adequate  riparian  vegetation  and 
associated  shade  is  a major  contributor  to  the  elevated  water  temperatures.  The 
riparian  habitat  on  portions  of  this  segment  that  occur  on  public  lands  managed  by 
BLM  has  been  identified  as  either  in  Proper  Functioning  Condition  or  Functional 
At-Risk. 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership,  use  in  the  area,  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses: 

There  is  a combination  of  federal,  state,  and  private  land  along  this  segment. 
Federal  land  is  managed  either  by  BLM  or  USFS.  The  BLM  manages  land  adjacent 
to  9.2  kilometers  (5.73  miles)  of  the  22.5  kilometer  (14  mile)  segment  being  studied; 
this  represents  41  percent  of  the  segment  length.  However,  the  BLM  does  not 
necessarily  manage  lands  on  both  banks  of  the  river  within  the  9.2  kilometers  (5.73 
miles)  (See  Map  #71  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS).  An 
evaluation  of  land  status  and  ownership  in  the  study  corridor,  defined  as  within  0.4 
kilometer  (0.25  mile)  on  either  side  of  the  river,  was  conducted.  Within  the  study 
corridor,  not  including  islands,  BLM  manages  494  acres  (13.1%),  USFS  manages 
1,147  acres  (30.3%)  and  the  State  of  Idaho  manages  150  acres  (4%).  The  remaining 
1 ,987  acres  (52.6%)  of  land  are  privately  held. 
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Federal  lands  within  this  segment  are  encumbered  by  two  withdrawals:  1)  a 1910 
Executive  Order  withdrawing  the  parcels  as  a powersite  reserve,  and  2)  a 1944 
Secretarial  Order  withdrawal  for  a powersite  classificadon. 

In  addition,  there  are  sand  and  gravel  operations  adjacent  to  public  land  along  the 
river. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be 
enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  System, 
and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  were  not  designated: 

The  Two  Tail  timber  harvest  lease  is  located  on  BLM-managed  lands  within  the 
river  corridor  in  this  segment.  This  timber  harvest  operates  in  accordance  with  the 
stipulations  described  in  IN  FISH,  resulting  in  a buffer  zone  designed  to  protect 
river-related  values.  INFISH  stipulations  include  incorporating  no  harvest/ activity 
buffers  into  any  future  timber  sales  within  the  riparian  areas.  If  the  segment  were 
designated  in  the  NWSRS,  the  buffer  zone  would  include  all  lands  within  the 
designated  corridor,  currently  defined  as  within  0.4  kilometer  (0.25  mile)  of  the 
river.  This  would  not  be  a significant  change  from  current  management. 

Grazing  occurs  on  adjacent  private  lands  and  occasionally  results  in  unauthorized 
grazing  on  BLM  lands.  Designation  could  result  in  stricter  enforcement  of  grazing 
restrictions  on  BLM  lands. 

WSR  designation  would  complement  the  existing  protection  given  to  the  rare 
riparian  plant  communities  growing  in  the  Hideaway  Islands  RNA/ACEC.  This 
RNA/ACEC  is  managed  in  a nondestructive  and  non-manipulative  manner. 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  pubUc,  or  other  interest  in  designating  or  not  designating 
the  river: 

At  this  time,  no  specific  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  puthc  entity  has  expressed 
interest  in  this  segment  of  the  Kootenai  River  regarding  wild  and  scenic 
designation.  BLM  anticipates  comments  on  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  from 
interested  parties  to  be  received  during  the  Draft  RAIP  comment  period. 

The  State  of  Idaho  has  jurisdiction  of  the  streambed  and  consequently  has  a vested 
interest  in  designating  or  not  designating  this  segment. 


J-2-4 


Proposed  C.oeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pina!  Finiironmental  Impitct  Statement 


2.  Suitability  Study 


Licensed  fishing  guides  operate  in  this  segment  of  the  Kootenai  River.  Fishing 
guides  are  regulated  by  Idaho  Outfitters  and  Guides  Licensing  Board. 

The  Kootenai  Tribe,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game,  the  county,  local  fishing  clubs, 
outfitters,  private  landowners,  and  authorized  users  also  have  an  interest. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering 
the  area  if  designated: 

Scenic  and  or  conserc^ation  easements  on  private  lands  would  be  required  to 
effectively  manage  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  Outstandingly  Remarkable 
Values  (ORVs).  No  specific  parcels  have  been  identified  as  being  required. 
Easements  and  land  would  only  be  acquired  on  a willing  seller  basis.  The  estimated 
cost  of  easements  in  this  area  is  $10,000  an  acre. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a wild  and 
scenic  river,  or  other  means  to  protect  the  identified  values  other  than  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  designation: 

Managing  BLM-administered  lands  for  the  protection  of  ORVs  would  be  relatively 
simple.  BLM  would  continue  to  implement  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines  as  a 
means  of  protecting  riparian  conservation  areas.  Additionally,  because  many  of  the 
ORVs  are  linked  to  federally  listed  species,  the  BLM  would  continue  to  ensure 
compliance  with  the  ESA  for  the  protection  of  these  species  and  their  habitats. 
ESA  compliance  and  management  resulting  from  WSR  designation  would  be 
compatible. 

Managing  for  the  protection  of  ORVs  would  need  to  be  coordinated  with  the 
USES,  which  manages  30.3  percent  of  the  riparian  corridor  within  0.4  kilometer 
(0.25  mile)  of  the  river.  Land  use  on  USFS  lands  are  also  constrained  by  the  ESA 
to  protect  listed  species. 

The  Hideaway  Islands  RNA/ACEC  is  near  the  downstream  end  of  the  WSR- 
ehgible  river  segment.  An  ACEC  nomination  is  being  considered  that  would 
involve  all  of  the  purple  lands  highlighted  for  the  WSR  review,  except  for  the  small 
triangle  of  land  in  the  Two  Tail  vicinity  (western  side  of  map). 

Without  acquiring  easements,  potential  uses  on  private  lands  adjacent  to  public 
lands  could  adversely  affect  ORVs  within  public  land  agency  jurisdiction.  Increased 
sediment  from  upstream  and  regulated  water  flows  could  affect  the  amount  and 
quality  of  fisheries  habitats  within  the  portions  of  river  flowing  through  public  land. 

There  are  no  local  or  state  zoning  or  land  use  regulations  that  would  prevent 
development  along  the  river.  Consequently,  potential  development  on  private 
parcels  could  be  incompatible  with  WSR  designation. 
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7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation: 

The  Kootenai  Tribe  may  have  historical  rights  for  fishing,  hunting,  and  gathering. 
The  Kootenai  River  may  also  hold  spiritual  significance  to  the  tribe.  The  tribe’s 
right  to  alter  the  stream  through  installation  of  dams  or  by  channelizing  is 
unknown. 

8.  Other: 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  regarding  suitability  of  this  segment  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 

Segment  2:  Little  North  Fork  of  Clearwater  River 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the  National 
System: 

This  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries  values.  These  values  are 
dependent  upon  the  high  quality  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and 
westslope  cutthroat  trout. 

The  segment  from  USFS  road  #1925  upstream  to  Fish  Lake  is  accessible  by  trail. 
The  trail  is  composed  of  an  old  two  track  road  that  is  currendy  maintained  to  a trail 
width. 

The  segment  from  USFS  road  #1925  to  the  downstream  end  of  the  segment  is 
accessible  by  a USFS  road  that  crosses  and  parallels  the  segment. 

The  segment  has  no  water  quality  issues. 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership,  use  in  the  area,  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses: 

The  BUM  manages  lands  along  4.1  kilometers  (2.56  miles  or  71%)  of  this  5.8 
kilometer  (3.61  mile)  segment.  The  remaining  1.7  kilometer  (1.05  mile)  long  section 
(29%)  is  managed  by  the  USFS  (See  Map  #71  in  Volume  111  of  the  Draft  Coeur 
d’Alene  RMP/EIS).  Within  the  study  corridor  (defined  as  0.4  kilometer  [0.25  mile] 
on  each  side  of  the  river)  BUM  manages  67  percent  (858  acres)  of  the  land,  USFS 
manages  32  percent  (410  acres)  and  private  landowners  control  less  than  1%  (9 
acres).  The  private  land  holdings  are  not  adjacent  to  the  river  and  would  likely  be 
excluded  from  the  designated  corridor.  The  entire  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater, 
including  this  portion,  was  identified  by  the  USFS  as  eligible  for  WSR  consideration 
(USFS  1987  Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forests  Forest  Plan).  The  USFS  has  not 
completed  a suitability  study  for  this  segment.  n 

A query  of  BLM’s  LR2000  database  revealed  no  active  mining  claims  on  the 
identified  BLM  lands  or  adjacent  USFS  lands.  A review  of  the  Mines  and  Prospects 
of  the  Wallace  Quadrangle,  Idaho  indicated  no  historical  activitt’  on  the  identified 
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BLM  lands.  There  have  been  gold,  silver,  copper,  lead,  mica,  feldspar,  and  sand  and 
gravel  prospects  on  surrounding  lands,  but  none  are  within  1.6  kilometer  (one  mile) 
of  the  BLM  lands.  This  information  agrees  with  the  mineral  potential  classification 
assigned  to  this  region  in  the  Mineral  Occurrence  and  Development  Potential 
Report,  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Planning  Area  (BLM  2005).  Current 
information  suggests  it  is  a hardrock  area  with  low  potential  for  all  minerals. 

3.  Reasonabty  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be 
enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  System 
and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  were  not  designated: 

Much  of  this  segment  is  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  Wilderness  Study  area 
and  is  managed  according  to  interim  wilderness  management  guidelines. 
Management  measures  that  would  result  from  WSR  designation  would  likely  be 
similar  to  the  interim  management  being  implemented. 

Designation  of  this  segment  would  result  in  implementing  riparian  no 
harvest/activity  buffers  for  future  timber  sales  to  protect  the  corridor.  However, 
this  would  not  be  a significant  change  from  current  ESA  requirements  for  the 
protection  of  bull  trout  in  the  segment.  Timber  harvests  have  occurred  on  lands 
adjacent  to  this  segment.  Designation  of  this  segment  may  increase  the  buffer  zone 
resulting  in  additional  protection  from  potential  sedimentation  associated  with 
timber  harvests. 

T}q?ical  recreation  uses  in  this  section  include  fishing,  primitive  camping,  big  game 
hunting,  and  trail  activities.  The  trail  that  parallels  the  segment  is  currently  open  to 
ATVs  and  motorcycles  and  requires  occasional  maintenance.  Forest  roads  are  open 
to  all  classes  of  vehicles.  If  trad  use  results  in  adverse  impacts  to  fish  habitat, 
closure  to  motorized  use  may  be  required. 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  public,  or  other  interest  in  designating  or  not  designating 
the  river; 

At  this  time,  no  specific  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  public  entity,  with  the 
exception  of  the  USFS,  has  expressed  interest  in  this  segment  of  the  Little  North 
Fork  Clearwater  River  regarding  wild  and  scenic  designation.  BLM  anticipates 
comments  on  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  from  interested  parties  to  be 
received  during  the  Draft  RMP  comment  period. 

The  USFS  identified  the  entire  river  as  eligible  in  the  1987  Idaho  Panhandle 
National  Forests  Forest  Plan. 


The  Coeur  d’Alene  tribe  would  potentially  have  an  interest  in  whether  this  segment 
becomes  designated. 
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Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Shoshone  County,  local  fishing  clubs  and 
outfitters,  nearby  private  landowners,  and  authorized  users  potendally  have  an 
interest  in  whether  this  segment  becomes  designated. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering 
the  area  if  designated: 

All  lands  being  considered  for  designation  are  federally  managed;  there  would  be  no 
need  to  acquire  additional  properties.  However,  coordination  with  USFS  would  be 
necessary  to  ensure  protection  of  the  river  values. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a Wild  and 
Scenic  River,  or  other  means  to  protect  the  identified  values  other  than  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  designation: 

A portion  of  the  segment  is  included  in  the  Grandmother  Mountain  Wilderness 
Study  Area  (WSA).  Resource  values,  including  fisheries  values,  are  protected  in  this 
area  under  interim  management  measures.  Designation  as  a wilderness  area  or 
removal  of  WSA  status  is  at  the  discretion  of  Congress.  Consequently,  resource 
protection  afforded  by  interim  management  is  only  temporary. 

The  ESA  provides  additional  protection  of  fish  and  riparian  habitats. 

Riparian  Conservation  Areas  will  be  defined  based  on  INFISH  standards  and 
guides.  Additionally,  the  area  is  being  considered  for  ACEC  designation,  which 
could  result  in  protective  management  measures. 

Effective  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  would  require  the  cooperation  of  the  USFS 
on  adjacent  USFS-managed  lands. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation: 

The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  may  have  historical  rights  for  fishing,  hunting,  and 
gathering.  The  Little  North  Fork  of  the  Clearwater  River  may  also  hold  spiritual 
significance  to  the  tribe.  The  tribe’s  right  to  alter  the  stream  by  installing  dams  or 
by  channelizing  is  unknown. 

8.  Other: 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  regarding  suitability  of  this  segment  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 


Segment  3:  Lost  Lake  Creek 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the  National 
System: 
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1 his  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries  values.  The  values  are 
dependent  on  the  high  quality  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and 
westslope  cutthroat  trout. 

A foot  trail  starts  at  Forest  Road  #1925  and  follows  the  stream  to  Lost  Lake.  The 
trail  starts  as  a two-track  primitive  road  and  narrows  to  a single-track  trail  after 
entering  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA. 

The  segment  has  no  water  quality  issues. 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership  use  in  the  area  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses: 

Land  status  along  this  segment  is  intermingled  between  BLM,  USFS,  and  private 
landowners.  The  segment  length  is  5.5  kilometer  (3.43  miles),  with  BLM  managing 
lands  along  1.7  kilometer  (1.06  miles  or  31%)  (See  Map  #71  in  Volume  III  of  the 
Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RAIP/EIS).  An  evaluation  of  land  status  and  ownership 
within  0.4  kilometer  (0.25  mile)  on  either  side  of  the  river  was  conducted;  this  is 
referred  to  as  the  0.8  kilometer  (0.25  mile)  study  corridor.  Within  the  study  corridor 
BLM  manages  443  acres  (35%),  USFS  manages  599  acres  (47%),  and  225  acres 
(1 8%)  are  privately  held. 

A query  of  BLM’s  LR2000  database  (accessed  January  2005)  revealed  no  active 
mining  claims  on  the  identified  BLM  lands  or  adjacent  USFS  lands.  A review  of  the 
Mines  and  Prospects  of  the  Wallace  Quadrangle,  Idaho  indicated  no  historical 
activity  on  the  identified  BLM  lands.  There  have  been  gold,  silver,  copper,  lead, 
mica,  feldspar,  and  sand  and  gravel  prospects  on  surrounding  lands,  but  none  are 
within  1.6  kilometer  (one  mile)  of  the  BLM  lands.  This  information  agrees  with  the 
mineral  potential  classification  assigned  to  this  region  in  the  Mineral  Occurrence 
and  Development  Potential  Report,  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Planning  Area 
(BLM  2005).  Current  information  suggests  it  is  a hardrock  area  with  low  potential 
for  all  minerals. 

Public  land  status  in  this  area  is  unencumbered,  there  are  no  existing  leases,  ROWs, 
utility  corridors  or  withdrawals  associated  with  these  lands. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be 
enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  System 
and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  were  not  designated: 

Timber  harvest  has  occurred  on  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  this  river  and  could 
potentially  occur  again.  If  the  segment  were  designated  as  a WSR,  future  timber 
harvests  and  construction  of  roads  would  not  be  permitted  within  the  designated 
corridor.  This  would  result  in  a specific  riparian  no  harvest/ activity  buffer  zone 
incorporated  into  any  future  timber  sales  in  this  area. 
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The  trail  that  runs  alongside  the  segment  is  open  to  ATVs  and  mott^rcycles.  Trail 
maintenance  activities  occur  along  this  segment.  Management  of  these  acdvides 
must  comply  with  the  ESA  to  ensure  protecdon  of  bull  trout  habitat.  Designating 
this  segment  is  not  likely  to  change  trail  use  and  maintenance  acdvides. 
Designadon  could  be  considered  complimentary  with  WSA  interim  management. 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  public,  or  other  interest  in  designadng  or  not  designadng 
the  river: 

At  this  time,  no  specific  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  public  endty  has  expressed 
interest  in  this  segment  of  the  Lost  Lake  Creek  regarding  wild  and  scenic 
designadon.  BLM  anticipates  comments  on  wild  and  scenic  river  designadon  from 
interested  pardes  to  be  received  during  the  Draft  RMP  comment  period. 

Several  different  enddes  would  be  interested  in  whether  this  segment  is  designated 
or  not  designated  for  inclusion  in  the  Nadonal  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The 
primary  enddes  would  be  the  USFS  and  the  private  landowners  along  this  segment. 
The  USFS  manages  lands  along  Lost  Lake  and  along  two  other  secdons 
downstream  before  reaching  BLM  lands  at  the  confluence  with  the  Litde  North 
Fork  Clearwater  River.  All  the  private  lands  along  this  segment  are  controlled  by  a 
dmber  company  and  are  subject  to  logging.  Management  measures  resuldng  from 
designadon  would  be  limited  to  federal  lands  and  would  not  affect  the  private 
parcels.  However,  BLM  would  pursue  acquisidons  and/or  conserv^adon  easements 
on  a willing  seller  basis  along  the  river  on  private  parcels. 

Other  enddes  potendally  interested  include  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe,  Idaho  Fish 
and  Game,  Shoshone  County,  local  fishing  clubs,  outfitters,  and  other  authorized 
users. 

5.  Esdmated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering 

the  area  if  designated:  ^ 

Fee  acquisidon  of  the  private  parcels  along  this  segment  would  be  desirable.  BLM 
would  pursue  acquisidon  on  a willing  seller  basis  only.  Land  costs  are  esdmated  at 
$3,000  per  acre. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a Wild  and 
Scenic  River  or  other  means  to  protect  the  idendfied  values,  other  than  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  designadon: 

Protecdon  of  fisheries  ORVs  on  BLM  lands  would  likely  be  accomplished  through 
BLM’s  implementadon  of  the  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  protecdon 
of  Riparian  Habitat  Conserv^adon  Areas  (RHCA).  RHCAs  are  pordons  of 
watersheds  where  riparian-dependent  resources  receive  priman’  emphasis,  and 
management  activities  are  subject  to  specific  standards  and  guidelines. 
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bor  “hsh-bearing  streams,”  Interim  RHCAs  consist  of  the  stream  and  the  area  on 
either  side  of  the  stream  extending  from  the  edges  of  the  acdve  stream  channel  to 
the  greater  of: 

• the  top  of  the  inner  gorge  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  100-year  floodplain, 
or 

• to  the  outer  edges  of  riparian  vegetation,  or 

• to  a distance  ec|ual  to  the  height  of  the  two  site  potential  trees  or  300  feet 
slope  distance  (600  feet  including  both  sides  of  the  stream  channel). 

Depending  on  the  topography,  the  RHCA  could  be  smaller  or  larger  than  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  corridor,  if  designated. 

Cooperative  management  with  USFS  in  adjacent  parcels  would  be  required  to 
ensure  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs. 

An  ACEC  nomination  is  being  considered  for  this  area  and  could  provide  necessan- 
protection  depending  on  management  measures  developed. 

BLM  and  USFS  also  manage  this  riparian  corridor  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  ESA  for  the  protection  of  bull  trout  and  bull  trout  habitat. 

A portion  of  this  area  is  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA.  Interim 
management  affords  limited  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  in  the  areas  within  the 
WSA.  These  management  measures,  although  effective,  are  only  interim  and  could 
be  removed  by  congressional  action. 

Consequently,  potential  development  on  private  parcels  could  be  incompatible  with 
WSR  designation. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation: 

The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  may  have  historical  rights  for  fishing,  hunting,  and 
gathering.  Lost  Lake  Creek  may  also  hold  spiritual  significance  to  the  tribe.  The 
right  of  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  to  alter  the  stream  by  installing  dams  or  by 
channelizing  is  unknown. 

8.  Other: 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  regarding  suitability  of  this  segment  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 

Segment  4:  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the  National 
System: 

This  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries  values  related  to  its 
spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout. 
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A foot  trail  parallels  the  segment  providing  access  to  Little  Lost  Lake  near  the 
headwaters  of  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek.  The  trail  is  located  about  0.4  kilometer  (0.25 
mile)  away  from  the  stream.  The  trail  is  a two-track  primitive  road  on  the  USF'S 
downstream  portion  and  narrows  to  a single-track  trail  after  entering  BLM  land  in 
the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA. 

This  area  provides  habitat  for  the  federally  listed  threatened  Canada  lynx  and  is 
occupied  by  members  of  an  experimental  nonessenrial  population  of  gray  wolf. 

The  segment  has  no  water  quality  issues. 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership,  use  in  the  area,  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses: 

All  of  the  land  adjacent  to  this  segment  is  federally  managed  by  either  BLM  or 
USFS.  BLM  manages  lands  along  3.42  kilometers  (2.13  miles  or  69%)  of  the  5.0 
kilometers  (3.09  mile)  long  segment.  USFS  manages  lands  along  the  remaining  1.5 
kilometer  (0.96  miles)  (See  Map  #71  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene 
RMP/EIS).  Within  the  study  corridor,  BLM  manages  66  percent  (793  acres),  USFS 
manages  31  percent  (371  acres)  and  private  landowners  control  3 percent  (42  acres). 
Private  landholdings  are  located  within  the  study  corridor  are  not  located  adjacent 
to  the  river.  This  private  parcel  is  controlled  by  a timber  company  and  is  subject  to 
timber  harvest. 

A query  of  BLM’s  LR2000  database  (accessed  Januar)^  2005)  revealed  no  active 
mining  claims  on  the  identified  BLM  lands  or  adjacent  USFS  lands.  A review  of  the 
Mines  and  Prospects  of  the  Wallace  Quadrangle,  Idaho  indicated  no  historical 
activity  on  the  identified  BLM  lands.  There  have  been  gold,  silver,  copper,  lead, 
mica,  feldspar,  and  sand  and  gravel  prospects  on  surrounding  lands,  but  none  are 
within  1.6  kilometer  (one  mile)  of  the  BLM  lands.  This  information  agrees  with  the 
mineral  potential  classification  assigned  to  this  region  in  the  Mineral  Occurrence 
and  Development  Potential  Report,  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Planning  Area 
(BLM  2005).  Current  information  suggests  it  is  a hardrock  area  with  low  potential 
for  all  minerals. 

Public  land  status  in  this  area  is  unencumbered,  there  are  no  existing  leases,  ROWs, 
utility  corridors  or  withdrawals  associated  with  these  lands. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be 
enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Svstem, 
and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  were  not  designated: 

If  the  segment  were  designated  as  a WSR,  future  timber  hatv'ests,  and  construction 
of  roads  would  not  be  permitted  within  the  designated  corridor.  This  would  result 
in  a specific  riparian  no  harv^est/ activity  buffer  zone  incorporated  into  anv  future 
timber  sales  in  this  area. 
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The  trail  that  runs  alongside  the  segment  is  currently  open  to  ATVs  and 
motorcycles.  Trail  maintenance  activities  occur  along  this  segment.  Management 
of  these  activities  must  comply  with  the  ESA  to  ensure  protection  of  bull  trout 
habitat.  Designating  this  segment  is  not  likely  to  change  trail  use  and  maintenance 
activities.  Designation  would  be  considered  complimentary'  with  WSA  interim 
management. 

Typical  recreation  uses  in  this  area  include  fishing,  primitive  camping,  and  big  game 
hunting.  Designation  would  not  likely  affect  these  uses. 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  public,  or  other  interest  in  designating  or  not  designating 
the  river: 

At  this  time,  no  specific  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  public  entity  has  expressed 
interest  in  this  segment  of  the  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek  regarding  wild  and  scenic 
designation.  BLM  anticipates  comments  on  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  from 
interested  parties  to  be  received  during  the  Draft  RMP  comment  period. 

Several  different  entities  would  be  interested  in  whether  this  segment  is  designated 
or  not  designated  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The 
primary^  entity'  would  be  the  USES.  The  USES  manages  lands  along  the  lower 
section  between  BLM  lands  and  the  confluence  with  the  Little  North  Fork 
Clearwater  River.  Although  there  are  no  private  landholdings  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  river,  there  are  private  lands  within  the  watershed  controlled  by  a timber 
company  and  subject  to  logging.  Management  measures  resulting  from  designation 
would  be  limited  to  federal  lands  and  not  affect  the  private  parcels. 

Other  entities  potentially  interested  include  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe,  Idaho  Fish 
and  Game,  Shoshone  County,  local  fishing  clubs,  outfitters,  and  other  authorized 
users. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering 
the  area  if  designated: 

All  lands  along  the  river  segment  are  federally  managed,  so  no  land  accjuisition 
would  be  required  or  pursued.  Coordination  with  USFS  on  designation  and 
management  would  be  necessary  to  protect  ORVs. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a Wild  and 
Scenic  River  or  other  means  to  protect  the  identified  values: 

Protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  on  BLM  lands  would  likely  be  accomplished  through 
BLM’s  implementation  of  the  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  protection 
of  Riparian  Habitat  Conservation  Areas  (RHCA).  RHCAs  are  portions  of 
watersheds  where  riparian  dependent  resources  receive  primary'  emphasis,  and 
management  activities  are  subject  to  specific  standards  and  guidelines. 
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For  “fish-bearing  streams,”  Interim  RHC^As  consist  of  the  stream  and  the  area  on 
either  side  of  the  stream  extending  from  the  edges  of  the  active  stream  channel  to 
the  greater  of: 

• the  top  of  the  inner  gorge  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  100-year  floodplain, 
or 

• to  the  outer  edges  of  riparian  vegetadon,  or 

• to  a distance  equal  to  the  height  of  the  two  site  potendal  trees  or  300  feet 
slope  distance  (600  feet  including  both  sides  of  the  stream  channel). 

Depending  on  the  topography,  the  RHCA  could  be  smaller  or  larger  than  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  corridor,  if  designated. 

Cooperadve  management  with  USFS  in  adjacent  parcels  would  be  required  to 
ensure  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs. 

An  ACEC  nomination  is  being  considered  for  this  area  and  could  provide  necessar\^ 
protection  depending  on  management  measures  developed. 

BLM  and  USFS  also  manage  this  riparian  corridor  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  ESA  for  the  protection  of  bull  trout  and  bull  trout  habitat. 

A portion  of  this  area  is  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA.  Interim 
management  affords  limited  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  in  the  areas  within  the 
WSA.  These  management  measures,  although  effective,  are  only  interim  and  could 
be  removed  by  congressional  action. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation: 

The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  may  have  historical  rights  for  fishing,  hunting,  and 
gathering.  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek  may  also  hold  spiritual  significance  to  the  tribe. 
The  right  of  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  to  alter  the  stream  by  installing  dams  or  by 
channelizing  is  unknown. 

8.  Other: 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  regarding  suitability  of  this  segment  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 

Segment  5;  Lund  Creek 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  river  a worthy  addition  to  the  National 
System: 

This  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries  and  botanic  values. 
Fisheries  ORVs  are  related  to  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and 
westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Lund  Creek  provides  the  best  cold  water  refugia  within 
this  upper  section  of  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River.  Botanic  C')R\'s  are 
related  to  the  unique  plant  assemblages  in  this  area.  These  values  are  dependent 
upon  the  free  flowing  nature  of  the  river  segment. 
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The  segment  is  only  accessible  by  foot;  there  are  no  maintained  trails  along  this 
segment. 

The  segment  has  no  water  quality  issues. 

2.  The  status  of  land  and  mineral  ownership,  use  in  the  area,  and  associated  or 
incompatible  uses: 

The  segment  is  6.2  kilometers  (3.88  miles)  long  and  is  entirely  on  federally  managed 
lands.  BLM  manages  lands  along  5.0  kilometers  (3.09  miles  or  80%)  of  the 
segment,  and  USFS  manages  lands  along  the  remaining  20  percent  of  the  segment 
(See  Map  #71  in  Volume  III  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP/EIS).  The  study 
corridor  included  all  lands  within  0.4  kilometer  (0.25  mile)  of  the  river. 

The  entire  BLM-managed  portion  of  the  study  corridor  is  within  the  Lund  Creek 
RNA/ACEC,  which  includes  management  measures  to  prevent  any  destructive 
activities.  No  vegetative  manipulation,  including  timber  harvest,  or  vehicle  use  is 
permitted. 

A query  of  BLM’s  LR2000  database  (accessed  January  2005)  revealed  no  active 
mining  claims  on  the  identified  BLM  lands  or  adjacent  USES  lands.  A review  of  the 
Mines  and  Prospects  of  the  Wallace  Quadrangle,  Idaho  indicated  no  historical 
activity  on  the  identified  BLM  lands  and  one  very  old  prospect  (1911)  for  gold, 
silver,  copper,  and  lead  within  1.6  kilometer  (one  mile)  of  the  headwaters.  Other 
prospects  in  the  area  for  metals,  mica,  feldspar,  and  sand  and  gravel  were  aU  more 
than  1.6  kilometer  (one  mile)  away.  This  information  agrees  with  the  mineral 
potential  classification  assigned  to  this  region  in  the  Mineral  Occurrence  and 
Development  Potential  Report,  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Planning  Area  (BLM 
2005).  Current  information  suggests  it  is  a hardrock  area  with  low  potential  for  aU 
minerals. 

Public  land  status  in  this  area  is  unencumbered;  there  are  no  existing  leases,  ROWs, 
utility  corridors  or  withdrawals  associated  with  these  lands. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be 
enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  System, 
and  values  that  would  be  foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  were  not  designated: 

If  the  segment  were  designated  as  a WSR,  future  timber  harvests  and  construction 
of  roads  would  not  be  permitted  within  the  designated  corridor.  This  would  result 
in  a specific  riparian  no  harvest/ activity  buffer  zone  incorporated  into  any  future 
timber  sales  in  this  area.  Such  restrictions  would  be  consistent  with  current 
management  measures  for  the  Lund  Creek  RNA/ ACEC.  WSR  designation  would 
complement  the  protection  given  to  the  natural  features  and  ecological  diversity  by 
the  existing  Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEC.  No  vegetation  manipulation  or  vehicle  use 
is  permitted  within  this  RNA/ACEC. 
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Classification  as  a wild  river  would  include  withdrawal  of  the  area  from  mineral 
entry. 

Lund  Creek  is  used  very  little  for  recreation  except  for  primitive  hunting 
opportunities.  Consequently,  designation  is  not  likely  to  affect  recreational  use  of 
the  area. 

4.  Federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  public,  or  other  interest  in  designating  or  not  designating 
the  river: 

At  this  time,  no  specific  federal,  state,  tribal,  local,  or  public  entity  has  expressed 
interest  in  this  segment  of  the  Lund  Creek  regarding  wild  and  scenic  designation. 
BLM  anticipates  comments  on  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  from  interested 
parties  to  be  received  during  the  Draft  RMP  comment  period. 

Several  different  entities  would  be  interested  in  whether  this  segment  is  designated 
or  not  designated  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The 
primary  entity  would  be  the  USFS.  The  USFS  manages  lands  along  the  lower 
section  between  BLM  lands  and  the  confluence  with  the  Little  North  Fork 
Clearwater  River. 

Other  entities  potentially  interested  include  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe,  Idaho  Fish 
and  Game,  Shoshone  County,  local  fishing  clubs,  outfitters,  and  other  authorized 
users. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessar\^  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering 
the  area  if  designated: 

All  lands  along  the  river  segment  are  federally  managed,  so  no  land  acquisition 
would  be  required.  Coordination  with  USFS  on  designation  and  management 
would  be  necessary  to  protect  ORVs. 

i 

6.  The  ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  and  protect  the  river  area  or  segment  as  a W”ild 
and  Scenic  River,  or  other  means  to  protect  the  identified  values  other  than  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  designation: 

Protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  on  BLM  lands  would  likely  be  accomplished  through 
BLM’s  implementation  of  the  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  protection 
of  Riparian  Habitat  Conser\^ation  Areas  (RHCA).  RHCAs  are  portions  of 
watersheds  where  riparian-dependent  resources  receive  primar\'  emphasis,  and 
management  activities  are  subject  to  specific  standards  and  guidelines. 

*\ 

For  “fish-bearing  streams,”  Interim  RHCAs  consist  of  the  stream  and  the  area  on 
either  side  of  the  stream  extending  from  the  edges  of  the  active  stream  channel  to 
the  greater  of: 

• the  top  of  the  inner  gorge  or  to  the  outer  edges  of  the  100-vear  floodplain, 
or 

• to  the  outer  edges  of  riparian  vegetation,  or 
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• to  a distance  equal  to  the  height  of  the  two  site  potential  trees  or  300  feet 
slope  distance  (600  feet  including  both  sides  of  the  stream  channel). 

Depending  on  the  topography,  the  RHCA  could  be  smaller  or  larger  than  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  corridor,  if  designated. 

Cooperative  management  with  USFS  in  adjacent  parcels  would  be  required  to 
ensure  protection  of  fisheries  and  botanic  ORVs. 

BLM  and  USFS  also  manage  this  riparian  corridor  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  ESA  for  the  protection  of  buU  trout  and  buU  trout  habitat. 

Current  RNA/ACEC  designation  provides  protection  of  riparian  habitat  for  the 
majority  of  the  segment.  The  lower  mile  currently  outside  the  RNA/ACEC  has 
been  nominated  for  designation  as  an  ACEC  and  is  being  evaluated.  Interim 
management  measures  for  the  WSA  provide  additional  protection. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  that  could  be  adversely  affected  with  designation: 

The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  may  have  historical  rights  for  fishing,  hunting,  and 
gathering.  Lund  Creek  may  also  hold  spiritual  significance  to  the  tribe.  The  right  of 
the  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  to  alter  the  stream  by  installing  dams  or  by  channelizing  is 
unknown. 

8.  Other: 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  regarding  suitability  of  this  segment  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process. 

2.4  Suitability  Determination  Summary 

Four  of  the  five  eligible  segments  were  determined  to  be  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  System.  Below  is  a summary  of  each  of  the  five  segments. 

2.4.1  Segment  I:  Kootenai  River 

This  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  values  for  fisheries,  wildlife,  and 
botanies.  Within  the  BLM-managed  portions  of  this  segment,  there  is  high  quality 
spawning  and/or  rearing  habitat  for  Kootenai  sturgeon,  bull  trout,  burbot,  and 
westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Bald  eagles  nest  and  forage  along  the  Kootenai  River  from 
the  Montana  state  line  downstream  to  Bonner’s  Ferry.  Botanic  ORVs  are  related  to  the 
unique  botanical  values  within  the  Hideaway  Islands  RNA/ACEC.  The  segment  would 
meet  classification  criteria  as  Recreational  because  of  the  presence  of  a railroad  parallel 
to  the  shoreline. 

Designation  of  this  segment  would  result  in  several  management  challenges  because  of 
the  scattered  land  pattern  and  controlled  flows.  Land  uses  on  privately  owned  parcels 
adjacent  to  the  river  could  adversely  affect  fisheries  habitats  downstream  in  the  BLM- 
managed  portions.  Activities  such  as  timber  harvest  and  sand/ gravel  extraction  could 
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increase  sedimentation  and  could  result  in  increased  water  temperatures  due  to 
decreased  riparian  shade,  which  would  affect  fish  habitats  in  BLM-managed  segments. 
Additionally,  water  flow  management  from  Libby  Dam  is  key  to  protecting  the  fisheries 
and  wildlife  values.  Managing  flows  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  BLM.  Due  to  these 
management  challenges,  this  segment  has  been  determined  not  suitable  for  designation 
as  a Recreational  river  within  the  National  System. 

Although  this  segment  contains  ORVs  worthy  of  protection,  and  designation  would 
result  in  minimal  changes  to  management  on  the  BLM-managed  parcels,  the 
determination  that  this  segment  is  unsuitable  for  designation  at  this  time  is  based  on  the 
following  direction  from  the  updated  BLM  guidance  8351.06B  and  8351.33A: 

8351.06B — “In  cases  where  a particular  river  segment  is  predominantly  non-Federal  in 
ownership  and  contains  interspersed  BLM-administered  lands,  BLM  shall  evaluate  only 
its  segment  as  to  eligibility  and  defer  to  the  State  or  to  the  private  landowners’  discretion 
as  to  their  determination  of  eligibility. 

8351. 33A — A.2,  Status  of  land  ownership,  minerals,  use  in  the  area,  including  the 
amount  of  private  land  involved,  and  associated  or  incompatible  uses.  Jurisdictional 
consideration  (administrative  role  and/or  presence)  must  be  taken  into  account  to  the 
extent  that  management  would  be  affected.  In  situations  where  there  is  limited  public 
lands  (shoreline  and  adjacent  lands)  administered  by  the  BLM  within  an  identified  river 
study  area,  it  may  be  difficult  to  ensure  those  identified  outstandingly  remarkable  values 
could  be  properly  maintained  and  afforded  adequate  management  protection  over  time. 
Accordingly,  for  those  situations  where  the  BLM  is  unable  to  protect  or  maintain  any 
identified  ORV,  or  through  other  mechanisms  (existing  or  potential),  river  segments 
may  be  determined  suitable  only  if  the  entity  with  land  use  planning  responsibility 
supports  the  finding  and  commits  to  assisting  the  BLM  in  protecting  the  identified  river 
values.” 

The  final  suitability  determination  relies  on  the  judgment  of  BLM  resource  experts.  The 
initial  “not  suitable”  determination  is  based  primarily  on  the  assumption  that  potential 
land  use  activities  (i.e.,  timber  harv^est,  sand/gravel  extraction,  and  dam  operations)  on 
private  and  state  land  parcels  upstream  of  BLM  parcels  could  adversely  affect  fisheries 
habitat  in  the  BLM-managed  sections. 

2.4.2  Segment  2:  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River 

This  segment  contains  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries  values.  These  values  are 
related  to  the  high  quality  spawning  and  rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and  westslope 
cutthroat  trout.  BLM  manages  lands  along  4.1  kilometers  (2.56  miles)  of  this  5.8 
kilometers  (3.61  mile)  segment,  with  USFS  managing  the  remaining  lands.  The  segment 
meets  classification  criteria  for  Wild  in  the  upstream  portion  from  the  western  USFS 
boundaty'  to  the  headwaters  at  Fish  Lake.  The  downstream  portion  from  the  eastern 
USFS  boundary  to  shortly  below  the  confluence  with  Lost  Lake  Creek  meets  the  criteria 
for  Recreational  due  to  a dirt  road  that  parallels  this  segment.  Managing  these  sections 
for  protection  of  fisheries  ORVs  would  result  in  minimal  changes  to  existing 
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management  but  would  provide  an  additional  layer  of  protection  for  this  river  segment. 
Coordination  with  USFS  would  be  required  to  ensure  consistent  management. 
However,  the  USFS  implementation  of  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines,  and  FiSA 
requirements  for  lands  along  this  segment,  would  prevent  USFS  land  use  activities  from 
adversely  affecting  fish  habitats  in  BLM-managed  segments  downstream.  This  segment 
has  been  determined  suitable  for  designation  as  Wild  (upstream)  and  Recreational 
(downstream)  within  the  National  System. 

2.4.3  Segment  3:  Lost  Lake  Creek 

This  segment  contains  ORVs  for  fisheries  related  to  the  high  quality  spawning  and 
rearing  habitat  for  bull  trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Land  status  and  ownership 
along  this  5.5  kilometers  (3.43  mile)  segment  is  scattered.  Beginning  at  Lost  Lake  and 
proceeding  downstream,  land  status  is  USFS,  BLM,  USFS,  private,  USFS,  private,  and 
ending  on  BLM  lands  at  the  confluence  with  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River. 
This  creates  some  management  challenges.  On  federally  managed  lands  (USFS  and 
BLAI),  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines  and  ESA  requirements  should  protect  fish 
habitats  and  the  necessary  riparian  buffer.  The  upstream  portion  on  BLM-managed 
lands  would  meet  the  classification  criteria  for  a wild  river.  The  downstream  portion, 
which  includes  the  confluence  with  the  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River,  would  meet 
classification  criteria  for  a scenic  river.  Designation  of  this  segment  would  result  in 
minimal  changes  to  BLM  management.  Some  monitoring  and  potential  modification  of 
trail  uses  and  maintenance  may  be  required.  Land  uses  on  private  parcels  (controlled  by 
a timber  company)  could  adversely  affect  fish  habitats  in  the  downstream  BLM- 
managed  portion.  Increased  sedimentation  from  runoff  and  decreased  riparian  habitat 
could  result  from  timber  harvest  practices.  Timber  harvest  on  these  parcels  would 
foUow  Idaho  state  forest  practices,  but  this  would  not  eliminate  the  potential  for  adverse 
impacts.  BLM  would  pursue  acquisition  of  land  and/ or  easements,  on  a willing  seller 
basis,  within  the  riparian  corridor  for  these  parcels.  This  segment  has  been  determined 
suitable  for  designation  as  a Wild  (upstream  portion)  and  Scenic  (downstream 
portion)  river  within  the  National  System. 

This  suitability  determination  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  timber  harvest  and  other 
activities  on  the  private  parcels  would  not  significantly  affect  fish  habitats.  If  this 
assumption  is  not  correct,  then  BLM  should  consider  only  finding  the  upstream  portion 
suitable  for  designation. 

2.4.4  Segment  4:  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek 

This  segment  contains  fisheries  ORVs  related  to  its  high  quality  spawning  and  rearing 
habitat  for  bull  trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  All  lands  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  segment  are  federally  managed,  with  the  majority  (69%)  administered  by  BLM.  This 
segment  would  meet  classification  criteria  as  a wild  river.  Designating  this  segment 
would  result  in  minimal  changes  to  existing  management  but  would  provide  protections 
compatible  with  the  WSA  designation  and  the  ESA.  (9F1V  use  of  the  trail  paralleling 
the  river  would  be  monitored  for  effects  to  fish  habitat  in  the  segment.  Future  timbet 
sales  would  be  subject  to  riparian  exclusion  zones  to  prevent  increased  sedimentation. 
The  USFS  manages  the  land  downstream  of  the  BLM  portion.  Land  use  activities  on 
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USFS  lands  would  have  minimal  affect  on  BLM-managed  sections.  The  USFS 
implementadon  of  INFISH  standards  and  guidelines,  and  FISA  requirements  for  lands 
along  this  segment,  would  prevent  USFS  land  use  activities  from  adversely  affecting  fish 
habitats.  The  only  potential  management  challenges  for  this  segment  would  arise  from 
land  use  activities  on  privately  owned  lands  within  the  watershed.  Private  parcels  are 
not  located  immediately  adjacent  to  Little  Lost  Lake  Creek  but  are  within  0.4  kilometer 
(0.25  mile)  of  the  river.  Consequently,  activities  such  as  timber  harvest  could  result  in 
increased  sedimentation  in  the  river.  This  adverse  affect  is  not  expected  to  occur  do  to 
the  protections  afforded  the  segment  from  WSA  designation  and  the  requirements  of 
the  ESA.  This  segment  has  been  determined  suitable  for  designation  as  a Wild  river 
within  the  National  System. 

2.4.5  Segment  5:  Lund  Creek 

This  segment  contains  fisheries  and  botanic  ORVs.  Lund  Creek  provides  the  best  cold 
water  refugia  on  BLM  land  in  the  upper  Little  North  Fork  Clearwater  River  watershed 
for  bull  trout  and  westslope  cutthroat  trout.  Botanic  values  are  related  to  the  unique 
plant  assemblages  associated  with  the  creek.  BLM  manages  the  majority  of  lands  along 
the  creek  (80%).  USFS  manages  land  along  the  downstream  20  percent  of  the  creek. 
Access  to  this  segment  is  limited  to  foot  traffic,  with  no  maintained  trails.  This  segment 
would  meet  classification  criteria  as  Wild.  Designating  this  segment  would  result  in 
minimal  changes  to  existing  management  but  would  provide  layer  of  protection  for  the 
fisheries  and  botanic  values  compatible  with  the  protection  already  afforded  by  the 
RNA/ACEC  designation,  WSA  designation  and  requirements  of  the  ESA.  This 
segment  has  been  determined  to  be  suitable  for  designation  as  a Wild  river  within  the 
National  System. 
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A.  I Introduction 

For  the  purpose  of  classification,  a river  area  may  be  divided  into  segments.  For 
example,  changes  in  river  character,  such  as  the  presence  of  dams  and  reservoirs, 
significant  changes  in  types  or  amounts  of  development,  significant  changes  in 
physiographic  character,  tributaries,  or  features,  and/ or  significant  changes  in  land  status 
should  be  considered  in  identifying  river  segments  for  evaluation.  Management 
strategies  necessary  to  administer  the  entire  river  area  should  also  be  taken  into  account. 
As  such,  excessive  segmentation  should  be  avoided.  Each  segment,  considered  as  a 
whole,  needs  to  conform  to  either  the  Wild,  Scenic,  or  Recreational  classification.  There 
are  no  specific  requirements  for  segment  length.  Congress  has  designated  a segment  to 
be  as  short  as  6.4  kilometers  (four  miles).  A river  segment  is  of  sufficient  length  if  a 
specific  outstandingly  remarkable  value  or  values  can  be  protected  (a  factor  in  the 
suitability  determination,  not  eligibility  determination),  should  the  segment  be 
designated.  An  entire  stream  could  be  one  segment. 

Each  identified  river  segment  in  the  RMP  planning  area  must  be  evaluated  to  determine 
whether  or  not  it  is  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  System.  To  be  eligible,  a river 
segment  must  be  free-flowing  and  must  possess  at  least  one  outstandingly  remarkable 
value.  Free-flowing  means  “existing  or  flowing  in  a natural  condition  without 
impoundment,  diversion,  straightening,  riprapping,  or  other  modification  of  the  water. 
Please  note  the  following: 

• A river  below  a dam  or  impoundment  is  still  eligible; 

• A river  need  not  be  navigable  by  watercraft  in  order  to  be  eligible;  and 

• There  are  no  specific  requirements  concerning  the  flow  of  an  eligible  river 
segment.  Flows  are  sufficient  if  they  sustain  or  complement  the 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  for  which  the  segment  would  be 
designated.  As  such,  intermittent  and  ephemeral  streams  are  eligible. 
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A.2  Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values 

The  determination  of  whether  a river  area  contains  (outstandingly  remarkable  values  is  a 
professional  judgment  and  needs  to  be  documented.  In  (order  t(o  be  considered  as 
outstandingly  remarkable,  a river-related  value  must  be  a unique,  rare,  or  exemplary 
feature  that  is  significant  at  a comparative  regional  or  nadonal  scale.  While  the  spectrum 
of  resources  that  may  be  considered  is  broad,  all  values  shtould  be  directly  river-related; 
that  is,  they  should  have  the  following  characteristics: 

• Be  located  in  the  river  or  on  its  immediate  shore  lands  (for  the  purposes  of 
this  study,  the  preliminary  boundary  is  0.4  kilometer  (0.25  mile)  on  either 
side  of  the  river); 

• Contribute  substantially  to  the  functioning  of  the  river  ecosystem;  or 

• Owe  their  location  or  existence  to  the  presence  of  the  river. 

The  following  are  general  guidelines  for  the  outstandingly  remarkable  values  for  which 
river  segments  can  be  eligible.  Only  one  such  value  is  needed  for  eligibility. 

A.2. 1 Scenic 

The  landscape  elements  of  landform,  vegetation,  water,  color,  and  related  factors  result 
in  notable  or  exemplar}^  visual  features  or  attractions.  When  analyzing  scenic  values, 
additional  factors,  such  as  seasonal  variations  in  vegetation,  scale  of  cultural 
modifications,  and  the  length  of  time  negative  intrusions  are  viewed,  may  be  considered. 
Scenery  and  visual  attractions  may  be  highly  diverse  over  most  of  the  river  or  river 
segment. 

A.2. 2 Recreational 

Recreational  opportunities  are  or  have  the  potential  to  be  popular  enough  to  attract 
visitors  from  throughout  or  beyond  the  region  of  comparison  or  are  unique  or  rare 
within  the  region.  Visitors  are  willing  to  travel  long  distances  to  use  the  river  resources 
for  recreation.  River-related  opportunities  include,  but  are  nbt  limited  to,  sightseeing, 
wildlife  observation,  camping,  photography,  hiking,  fishing,  and  boating. 

• Interpretive  opportunities  may  be  exceptional  and  may  attract  or  have  the 
potential  to  attract  visitors  from  outside  the  region  of  comparison. 

• The  river  may  provide  or  have  the  potential  to  provide  settings  for  national 
or  regional  use  or  competitive  events. 

A.2.3  Geological 

The  river,  or  the  area  within  the  river  corridor,  contains  one  or  more  examples  of  a 
geologic  feature,  process,  or  phenomenon  that  are  unique  br  rare  within  the  region  of 
comparison.  The  features  may  be  in  an  unusually  active  stage  of  development,  represent 
a textbook  example,  or  represent  a unique  or  rare  combination  of  geologic  features 
(erosional,  volcanic,  glacial,  or  other  geologic  structures). 
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A.2.4  Fish 

Fish  values  may  be  judged  on  the  relative  merits  of  either  fish  populations  or  habitat  or 
a combination  of  the  following  river-related  conditions: 

• Populations.  The  river  is  nationally  or  regionally  one  of  the  top  producers  of 
resident,  indigenous,  or  anadromous  fish  species.  Of  particular  significance 
may  be  the  presence  of  wild  or  unique  stocks  or  populations  of  state-  or 
US-listed  or  candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

• Habitat.  The  river  provides  exceptionally  high  quality  habitat  for  fish 
species  indigenous  to  the  region.  Of  particular  significance  is  habitat  for 
state-  or  US-listed  or  candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

A.2.5  Wildlife 

Wildlife  values  may  be  judged  on  the  relative  merits  of  either  wildlife  populations  or 
habitat  or  on  a combination  of  the  following  conditions: 

• Populations.  The  river  or  area  within  the  river  corridor  contains  nationally  or 
regionally  important  populations  of  resident  or  indigenous  wildlife  species 
depending  on  the  river  environment.  Of  particular  significance  may  be 
species  considered  to  be  unique  or  populations  of  state-  or  US-Hsted  or 
candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

• Habitat.  The  river  or  area  within  the  river  corridor  provides  exceptionally 
high  quality  habitat  for  wildlife  of  national  or  regional  significance  or  may 
provide  unique  habitat  or  a critical  link  in  habitat  conditions  for  state-  or 
US-listed  or  candidate  threatened  and  endangered  species.  Contiguous 
habitat  conditions  are  such  that  the  biological  needs  of  the  species  are  met. 

A.2.6  Cultural 

The  river  or  area  within  the  river  corridor  contains  a site  or  sites  where  there  is  evidence 
of  occupation  or  use  by  Native  Americans.  Sites  must  be  rare  or  must  have  unusual 
characteristics  or  exceptional  human  interest  values.  Sites  may  have  national  or  regional 
importance  for  interpreting  prehistory;  may  be  rare;  may  represent  an  area  where  culture 
or  a cultural  period  was  first  identified  and  described;  may  have  been  used  concurrently 
by  two  or  more  cultural  groups;  or  may  have  been  used  by  cultural  groups  for  rare  or 
sacred  purposes. 

A.2.7  Historic 

The  river  or  area  within  the  river  corridor  contains  a site  or  sites  or  feature  or  features 
associated  with  a significant  event,  an  important  person,  or  a cultural  activity  of  the  past 
that  was  rare  or  unusual  in  the  region.  A historic  site  or  feature  in  most  cases  is  50  years 
old  or  older.  Sites  or  features  listed  on  or  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places  may  be  of  particular  significance. 

A.2.8  Other  Similar  Values 

While  no  specific  evaluation  guidelines  have  been  developed  for  the  other  similar  values 
category,  additional  values  deemed  relevant  to  the  eligibility  of  the  river  segment  should 
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be  considered  in  a manner  consistent  with  the  foregoing  guidance,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  hydrologic,  ecologic/biologic  diversity,  paleontologic,  botanic,  and  scientific 
study  opportunities. 
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River  Segments  from  Initial  Identification 
Efforts 


Table  B-1  lists  the  Planning  Area  river  and  stream  segments  considered  during  initial 
identification  efforts  for  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  study  process. 
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Wild  and  Scenic  River  Eligibility  Review  Summary 
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Table  B-1 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Eligibility  Review  Summary  (continued) 
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Table  B-1 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Eligibility  Review  Summary  (continued) 
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TabC 

Classification  Criteria  for  Wild,  Scenic, 


AND  Recreational  River  Areas 


Table  C-1  lists  the  classification  criteria  for  wild,  scenic,  and  recreational  river  areas. 

Table  C-1 

Classification  Criteria  for  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational  River  Areas 

Attribute 

Wild 

Scenic 

Recreational 

Water  Resources 
Development 
(impoundments, 
diversions,  etc.) 

Free  of  impoundment. 

Free  of  impoundment. 

Some  existing  impoundment 
or  diversion.  The  existence  of 
low  dams,  diversions,  riprap, 
or  other  modifications  of  the 
waterway  is  acceptable, 
provided  the  waterway 
remains  generally  natural  and 
riverine  in  appearance. 

Shoreline 

Essentially  primitive.  Little 

Largely  primitive  and 

Some  development. 

Development 

or  no  evidence  of  human 

undeveloped.  No  substantial 

Substantial  evidence  of  human 

activity. 

evidence  of  human  activity. 

activity.  The  presence  of 

The  presence  of  a few 

The  presence  of  small 

extensive  residential 

inconspicuous  structures. 

communities  or  dispersed 

development  and  a few 

particularly  those  of  historic 

dwellings  or  farm  structures  is 

commercial  structures  is 

or  cultural  value,  is 

acceptable.  The  presence  of 

acceptable.  Lands  may  have 

acceptable. 

grazing,  hay  production,  or 

been  developed  for  the  full 

A limited  amount  of 

row  crops  is  acceptable. 

range  of  agricultural  and 

domestic  livestock  grazing 

Evidence  of  past  or  ongoing 

forestry’  uses.  May  show 

or  hay  production  is 

timber  harv^est  is  acceptable. 

evidence  of  past  and  ongoing 

acceptable. 

Little  or  no  evidence  of  past 
timber  harvest.  No  ongoing 
timber  harvest. 

provided  the  forest  appears 
natural  from  the  riverbank. 

timber  harvest. 
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C.  Classification  Criteria  for  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational  River  Areas 


Table  C-1 

Classification  Criteria  for  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreational  River  Areas  (continued) 

Attribute 

Wild 

Scenic 

Recreational 

Accessibility 

Generally  inaccessible  except 
by  trail.  No  roads,  railroads,  or 
other  provision  for  vehicular 
travel  within  the  river  area.  A 
few  existing  roads  leading  to 
the  boundary  of  the  river  area 
is  acceptable. 

Accessible  in  places  by  road. 
Roads  may  occasionally  reach 
or  bridge  the  river.  The 
existence  of  short  stretches  of 
conspicuous  or  longer 
stretches  of  inconspicuous 
roads  or  railroads  is 
acceptable. 

Readily  accessible  by  road  or 
railroad.  The  existence  of 
parallel  roads  or  railroads  on 
one  or  bcjth  banks,  as  well  as 
bridge  crossings  and  other 
river  access  points,  including 
fords,  is  acceptable. 

Water  Quality 

Meets  or  exceeds  federal 
criteria  or  federally  approved 
state  standards  for  aesthetics, 
for  propagation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  normally  adapted  to 
the  habitat  of  the  river,  and 
for  primary'  contact  recreation 
(swimming),  except  where 
exceeded  by  natural 
conditions. 

No  criteria  prescribed  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  The 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972  have 
made  it  a national  goal  that  aU  waters  of  the  US  be  made  fishable 
and  swimmable.  Therefore,  rivers  will  not  be  precluded  from 
scenic  or  recreational  classification  because  of  poor  water  quality 
at  the  time  of  their  study,  provided  a water  quality  improvement 
plan  exists  or  is  being  developed  in  compliance  with  applicable 
federal  and  state  laws. 

Source;  Federal  Register.  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System;  Final  Revised  Guidelines  for  Eligibility,  Classification,  and  Management  of  River 
Areas.  Section  1(3),  Vol.  47,  No.  173,  page  39461.  September  7,  1982. 
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Tab  D 

Interim  Protection  for  Candidate  Wild 


AND  Scenic  Rivers 


Table  D-1  lists  the  interim  protections 
eligible  or  suitable  for  protections. 

for  candidate  wild  and  scenic  rivers, 

discussing  issues,  and  if  each  issue  is 

Table  D-1 

Interim  Protection  for  Candidate  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  Section  5(d)(1)* 

Issue/Action 

EUgible2 

Suitable 

Study  Boundary 

Minimum  of  0.4  kilometer  (0.25 
mile)  from  ordinar}'  high-water 
mark. 

Minimum  of  0.4  kilometer  (0.25 
mile)  from  ordinar\'  high-water 
mark. 

Boundary  may  include  adjacent  areas 
needed  to  protect  identified  values. 

Boundar)’  may  include  adjacent  areas 
needed  to  protect  identified  values. 

Prehminar)^  Classification 

Section  2(b);  3 classes:  Wild,  Scenic, 
Recreational,  defined  by  statute. 

Section  2(b):  3 classes:  Wild,  Scenic, 
Recreational,  defined  by  statute. 

Criteria  for  classification  described  in 
Interagency  Guidelines. 

Criteria  for  classification  described  in 
Interagency  Guidelines. 

Manage  at  preliminar)'  classification. 

Manage  at  preliminar)’  classification. 

Study  Report  Review  Procedures 

Notice  of  study  report/draft  EA^ 
published  in  Federal  Register. 

Comments /response  from  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  and  the 
public  included  in  the  study 
report/ final  EA"*  transmitted  to  the 
President  and  Congress. 
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D.  Interim  Protection  for  Candidate  Wild  and  Scenic  River§ 


Table  D-1 

Interim  Protection  for  Candidate  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  (continued) 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  Section  5(d)(l)^ 

Issue/Action 

Eligible^ 

Suitable 

Private  Land 

^Administration 

*Acquisition 

Affect  private  land  uses  through 
voluntary'  partnership  with 
state/local  governments  and 
landowners. 

Affect  private  land  uses  through 
voluntary'  partnership  with 
state/local  governments  and 
landowners. 

No  regulatory  authority. 

No  regulatory  authority. 

No  ability  to  acquire  interest  in  land 
under  the  act’s  authority  prior  to 
designation. 

No  ability'  to  acquire  interest  in  land 
under  the  act’s  authority'  prior  to 
designation. 

Ty'pically  an  evaluation  of  the 
adequacy  of  local  zoning  and  land 
use  controls  is  a component  of 
suitability  determination^. 

Water  Resources  Project 

River’s  free-flowing  condition 
protected  to  the  extent  of  other 
agency  authorities;  not  protected 
under  the  act. 

River’s  free-flowing  condition 
protected  to  the  extent  of  other 
agency  authorities;  not  protected 
under  the  act. 

Land  Disposition 

Agency  discretion  to  retain  lands 
within  river  corridor  in  federal 
ownership. 

Agency  discretion  to  retain  lands 
within  river  corridor  in  federal 
ownership. 

Mining  and  Mineral  Leasing 

Protect  free  flow,  water  quality,  and 
outstandingly  remarkable  values 
through  other  agency  authorities. 

Protect  free  flow,  water  quality',  and 
outstandingly  remarkable  values 
through  other  agency  authorities. 

Actions  of  Other  Agencies 

Affect  actions  of  other  agencies 
through  voluntary'  partnership. 

Affect  actions  of  other  agencies 
through  voluntary'  partnership. 

Protect  Outstandingly  Remarkable 
Values 

No  regulatory  authority  conferred  by 
the  act;  agency  protects  through 
other  authorities. 

No  regulatory'  authority'  conferred  by 
the  act;  agency  protects  through 
other  authorities. 

Section  11  (b)  1 : 

Limited  financial  or  other  assistance 
to  encourage  participation  in  the 
acquisition,  protection,  and 
management  of  river  resources^. 

Section  11(b)  1: 

Limited  financial  or  other  assistance 
to  encourage  participation  in  the 
acquisition,  protection,  and 
management  of  river  resources^. 

' Agency-identified  study  rivers  as  directed  by  Section  5(d)(1)  of  the  act. 

^ A number  of  sources  are  available  for  identifying  rivers  under  Section  5(d)(1).  Under  a Presidential  Directive  issued  in  1979,  each  federal  agencv,  as 
part  of  its  normal  planning  and  environmental  review  processes,  is  required  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on  rivers  in  the  National  Rivers 
Inventory. 

^ Draft  environmental  assessment 

''  Final  environmental  assessment 

5 For  an  agency-identified  study  river  that  includes  private  lands,  there  is  often  the  need  to  evaluate  existing  state  and  local  land  use  controls  and,  if 
necessary,  to  assess  the  willingness  of  state  and  local  governments  to  protect  river  values. 

* Section  11(b)!  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the  head  of  any  other  federal  agency  to  provide  for  “limited 
financial  or  other  assistance  to  encourage  participation  in  the  acquisition,  protection,  and  management  of  river  resources.”  This  authorirv  “applies 
within  or  outside  a federally  administered  area  and  applies  to  rivers  which  are  components  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  and  to 
other  rivers.”  The  recipients  of  federal  assistance  include  states  or  their  political  subdivisions,  landowners,  private  organizations,  or  individuals. 

Some  examples  of  assistance  under  this  section  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  riparian  restoration,  riparian  fencing  to  protect  water  qualitv  and 
riparian  vegetation,  or  vegetative  screening  to  enhance  scenery/recreation  experience. 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  Cocur  d’Alene  Draft  RMP/EIS  was  circulated  for  public  review  and  comment  from  January  13,  2006,  to 
April  14,  2006.  The  process  of  distributing  the  draft  document  and  receiving  public  comments  is  described  in 
Chapter  5 of  the  EIS. 


In  accordance  with  NEPA  regulations  (40  CFR  1503.4),  the  Final  EIS  provides  responses  to  comments  on 
the  Draft  RAIP/EIS.  In  compliance  with  these  regulations,  this  appendix  includes  a list  of  agencies, 
organizations,  and  individuals  that  commented  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  copies  of  their  comments,  and  BLM’s 
responses  to  those  comments.  The  BLM  reviewed  and  considered  all  comments  and  determined  whether  or 
not  the  comments  warranted  further  analysis  or  changes  to  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  While  the  BLM  greatly 
appreciates  the  participation  of  all  those  who  commented,  not  all  comments  required  further  analysis  or 
changes  to  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  BLM  noted  in  the  individual  responses  when  further  analysis  or  changes 
were  made. 

Comments  were  broadly  grouped  according  to  whether  the  author  belonged  to  an  agency  (A)  or  an 
organization  (O)  or  whether  he  or  she  was  writing  as  a member  of  the  public  at  large  (P).  Within  each  of 
these  broad  categories,  the  commentors  were  grouped  alphabetically  then  assigned  a number  sequentially. 
This  resulted  in  the  commentor  code,  which  is  listed  in  Table  1,  along  with  the  name  of  the  commentor  and 
the  page  number(s)  of  the  comment  response  table  (Table  3)  on  which  their  comments  appear.  Please  refer  to 
Table  3 to  see  aU  comments  and  BLM  responses. 


Table  1 

Index  of  Commentors 


Commentor 

Code 

Commentor 

Page  Number 

A1 

Benewah  County  Emergency  Management,  lanet  Samford 

K-7 

A2 

Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe,  Tiffany  Allgood 

K-7  - K-10 

A3 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA),  Region  10  Christine  B. 
Reichgott 

K-lO-K-12 

A4 

State  of  Idaho,  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  June  Berquist 

K-12-K-13 

A5 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Charles  E.  “Chip”  Corsi 

K-13-K-15 

oi 

Back  Country  ATV  Association,  Inc.,  Richard  L.  Lambert 

K-1 9 

02 

Coeur  d’Alene  Audubon,  Lisa  Hardy 

K-1 9 

03 

Capital  Trail  Vehicle  Association,  Don  Gordon,  Bob  Mullenix,  Ken  Salo, 
George  Wirt 

K-20  - K-77 

04 

Friends  of  the  Clearwater,  Gary  Macfarlane;  The  Lands  Council,  Mike 
Peterson;  The  Ecology  Center,  Jeff  juel;  Alliance  for  the  Wild  Rockies;  Selkirk 
Conservation  Alliance,  Lisa  Sedler 

K-77  - K-90 

05 

Idaho  Conservation  League  and  The  Wilderness  Society' 

K-90-K-107 

06 

The  Idaho  Native  Plant  Society,  Kinnikinnick  Chapter,  Philip  Hough 

K-107-K-116 

07 

Idaho  Rivers  United,  Kevin  Lewis 

K-1 17 

08 

Kootenai  Environmental  Alliance,  Mike  Mihehch 

K-117-K-118 

09 

North  Idaho  Trail  Blazers,  Hans  Archer 

K-1 18 

OlO 

PacifiCorp,  Curt  Meyers 

K-119-K-120 

PI 

George  and  Frances  Alderson 

K-123-K-124 

P2 

Paul  J.  Allan 

K-123-K-124 

P3 

Richard  Artley 

K-1 25 

P4 

Richard  Artley 

K-125-K-126 

P5 

Louise  E.  Ashmun 

K-1 26 

P6 

Chad  BaconRind 

K-1 27 
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Commentor 

Code 

Commentor 

Page  Number 

P7 

|oel  Barker 

K-127 

P8 

joseph  Bavlev 

K-128 

P9 

I.ucas  D.  Bell 

K-128 

PIO 

Fred  W.  Brackebush 

K-129 

Pll 

Robert  S.  Briggs 

K-129 

P12 

Cedar  Brinkley 

K-130 

P13 

Bill  Caldwell 

K-130 

P14 

Brad  Daffin  and  Sarah  Campbell 

K-131 

PI  5 

|odi  Degenstein 

K-131 

P16 

Forrest  Dexter 

K-132-K-133 

P17 

Dave  Carl  Graham 

K-133-K-134 

P18 

Ron  Grey 

K-134 

P19 

Brenda  Guetder 

K-135 

P20 

Steve  Haight 

K-135 

P21 

David  HaU 

K-136 

P22 

Chris  Hauer 

K-136 

P23 

Neal  Hill 

K-137 

P24 

Debra  Houston 

K-137 

P25 

Tom  Ingram 

K-138 

P26 

HoUy  1 ale  ski 

K-138 

P27 

Pam  Katus 

K-139 

P28 

Ray  Katus 

K-139 

P29 

John  Kletke 

K-140 

P30 

Roger  Korus 

K-140 

P31 

RusseU  ).  Leahy 

K-141 

P32 

James  McGovern 

K-141 

P33 

Lewis  E.  NEUer 

K-142 

P34 

Jim  Nelson 

K-142 

P35 

Nathan  Opsal 

K-143 

P36 

IVEke  Pearson 

K-144 

P37 

A1  Poplawsky  and  Diane  Prorak 

K-144 

P38 

Fred  Rabe 

K-145 

P39 

David  Gray  Remington 

K-145 

P40 

Melissa  Sanborn 

K-146 

P41 

Ted  L.  Scherff 

K-146 

P42 

David  Serwat 

K-147 

P43 

Gretchen  Stewart 

K-147 

P44 

Andv  Watson 

K-148 

P45 

Susan  Westervelt 

K-148 

P46 

Crystal  Westphal 

K-149 

P47 

Paul  Westphal 

K-149 

P48 

Bill  and  Barb  White 

K-150 

P49 

Bill  White 

K-150 

P50 

Dick  Williams 

K-151 

P51 

Jerry  L.  Willis 

K-151 

P52 

Wayne  C.  Willis 

K-152 

P53 

Robin  W'oods 

K-152-K-153 
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'rahle  2 is  a list  ot  the  topics  that  were  addressed  in  the  public  comments  and  indicates  the  specific  comments 
in  which  these  topics  were  discussed.  The  comment  numbers  in  this  table  represent  the  commentor  code 
from  Table  1,  followed  by  the  individual  comment  number.  Individual  comments  and  responses  appear  in 
Table  3 in  numeric  sec]uence,  starting  on  the  page  number  specified  in  Table  1 for  the  commentor. 


Table  2 

Index  of  Comment  Topics 


Topic 

Comment  Number 

Abandoned  Mine  Lands 

05-83,  05-84 

Air  Quality 

A2-4,  A3-1,  A3-4 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern 

04-14,  04-15,  04-39,  05-5,  05-36,  05-61,  05-62,  05-65,  06-21,  06-35, 
06-36,  06-37,  06-38,  06-39,  06-40,  06-41,  06-44,  06-50,  06-51,  06- 
54,  06-61,08-6,  P39-3 

Cultural  Resources 

A2-8,  A2-9,  A2-13,  A2-14,  A2-15,  A2-16,  A2-17,  A2-20,  A2-22,  A2-23,  A2- 
24,  A2-25,  A2-26,  A2-27,  A2-28,  A2-29,  A2-31,  03-250,  05-47 

Fire  Management 

Al-1,  A3-4,  A5-9,  03-160,  03-173,  04-3,  04-7,  04-8,  04-9,  04-10,  04- 
11,  04-12,  05-5,  05-33,  05-34,  05-35,  05-36,  05-37,  06-55,  PlO-3 

Fish  and  \)(lldlife 

A2-15,  A3-2,  A3-3,  A5-1,  A5-2,  A5-3,  A5-4,  A5-5  A5-6,  A5-7,  A5-8,  A5-9, 
A5-10,  A5-11,  A5-12,  A5-13,  A5-14,  A5-15,  A5-16,  A5-17,  02-1,  03-20, 

03- 21,  03-174,  03-177,  03-178,  03-179,  03-180,  03-181,  03-182,  03- 
185,  03-186,  03-188,  03-189,  03-223,  03-290,  03-315,  04-20,  04-22, 

04- 23,  04-24,  04-26,  04-27,  04-28,  05-38,  05-39,  05-40,  05-41,  05- 
44 , 05-46,  05-75,  05-77,  05-78,  010-11,  P29-3 

Forest  Products 

A5-16,  03-18,  03-19,  03-267,  03-316,  03-317,  04-10,  04-13,  04-14, 
04-15,  05-27,  05-28,  05-29,  05-30,  06-1,  06-3,  06-18,  06-19,  06-20, 
06-46,  P26-l,P26-2 

Forest  Vegetation 

02- 3,  03-20,  03-174,  03-178,  03-181,  03-185,  03-186,  03-188,  03-189, 

03- 290,  03-315,  04-3,  04-4,  04-5,  04-6,  04-7  04-8,  04-9,  04-10,  04- 
11,  04-12,  04-13,  04-14,  04-15,  04-16,  04-24,  04-25,  05-26,  05-27, 

05- 28,  05-29,  05-30,  05-31,  05-32,  06-1,  06-4,  06-5,  06-10,  06-20, 

06- 46,  06-52,  06-53,  06-54,  06-55,  08-1,  P26-1,  P26-2,  P36-1,  P37-1 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Public 
Safety' 

02-2,  05-8,  05-83,  05-84,  PI  0-3 

Invasive  and  Noxious  Plant  Species 

03-164,  03-165,  04-29,  04-30,  04-31,  04-32,  04-33,  04-34,  04-35,  04- 
36,  04-37,  05-59,  05-60,  06-5,  06-6,  06-24,  06-25,  06-26,  06-42,  06- 
43,  06-49,  P26-3 

Lands  and  Realty 

A2-2,  03-22,  03-45,  03-154,  03-155,  03-189,  03-193,  03-194,  03-297, 
03-298,  03-299,  04-41,  04-42,  05-30,  05-61,  05-62,  05-63,  05-64,  05- 
65,  05-66,  05-67,  05-68,  05-69,  06-30,  06-31,  06-32,  06-33,  06-34, 
010-1,  010-2,  010-3,  010-4,  010-5,  010-6,  010-7,  010-8,  010-9,  OlO- 
10,  010-11,  P39-5 

Livestock  Grazing 

A3-3,  A5-6,  A5-16,  03-13,  03-25,  03-316,  03-317,  04-31 

Mapping 

A2-1,  A2-28,  A2-29,  A2-30,  A2-31,  03-23,  03-119,  03-156,  03-158,  03- 
332,  06-1 

Mineral  Resources 

A2-22,  04-16,  04-17,  05-2,  05-79,  05-80,  05-81,  05-82,  05-83,  05-84, 
06-3,  06-8,  06-14,  06-35,  06-37,  06-41,  06-56,  PlO-1,  PlO-2 

Nonforested  Vegetation 

06-59 
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Topic 

Comment  Number 

Planning  and  National 
I environmental  Policy  Act 

A2-2,  A2-7,  A2-18,  A2-19,  A2-20,  A2-21,  A2-32,  A3-1,  A3-2,  A3-3,  A3-5, 
A3-6,  01-1,  01-2,  02-1,  03-3,  03-9,  03-10,  03-16,  03-22,  03-31,  03- 
34,  03-35,  03-38,  03-39,  03-40,  03-41,  03-43,  03-44,  03-45,  03-46, 
03-47,  03-48,  03-53,  03-54,  03-55,  03-56,  03-57,  03-58,  03-59,  03- 
60,  03-64,  03-67,  03-68,  03-70,  03-74,  03-78,  03-77,  03-79,  03-80, 
03-81,  03-82,  03-84,  03-85,  03-86,  03-87,  03-88,  03-90,  03-92,  03- 
93,  03-94,  03-95,  03-96,  03-97,  03-98,  03-108,  03-109,  03-1 13,  03- 
115,  03-123,  03-128,  03-131,  03-132,  03-134,  03-135,  03-136,  03-137, 
03-142,  03-156,  03-157,  03-158,  03-159,  03-163,  03-171,  03-172,  03- 
173,  03-190,  03-196,  03-199,  03-200,  03-201,  03-202,  03-203,  03-204, 
03-205,  03-206,  03-207,  03-210,  03-211,  03-220,  03-223,  03-228,  03- 
236,  03-247,  03-248,  03-251,  03-254,  03-256,  03-258,  03-262,  03-271, 
03-275,  03-278,  03-279,  03-318,  03-319,  03-330,  04-1,  04-2,  04-19, 
05-1,  05-2,  05-3,  05-4,  05-5,  05-6,  05-7,  05-8,  05-9,  05-10,  05-11, 
05-12,  05-19,  05-20,  05-24,  05-27,  05-28,  05-51,  05-52,  05-56,  05- 
57,  05-58,  06-1,  06-3,  06-7,  06-27,  06-47,  06-60,  08-5,  P3-1,  P26-4, 
P29-1,  P31-1,  P31-2,  P31-3,  P34-1,  P39-4,  P48-1,  P49-1,  P49-2,  P52-1 

Public  Involvement 

A5-3,  03-9,  03-50,  03-51,  03-66,  03-122,  03-157,  03-200,  03-201,  03- 
202,  03-203,  03-204,  03-205,  03-206,  03-207,  03-208,  05-1 

Recreation 

A2-5,  A2-29,  A5-12,  A5-13,  A5-14,  01-1,  01-2,  03-2,  03-3,  03-4,  03-5, 
03-6,  03-7,  03-8,  03-11,  03-12,  03-13,  03-14,  03-15,  03-17,  03-18, 
03-19,  03-24,  03-25,  03-26,  03-27,  03-28,  03-29,  03-30,  03-31,  03- 
32,  03-33,  03-34,  03-35,  03-36,  03-37,  03-38,  03-39,  03-40,  03-41, 
03-42,  03-43,  03-44,  03-45,  03-46,  03-47,  03-48,  03-49,  03-50,  03- 
51,  03-52,  03-56,  03-57,  03-58,  03-59,  03-60,  03-61,  03-62,  03-63, 
03-64,  03-65,  03-66,  03-68,  03-69,  03-70,  03-71,  03-72,  03-73,  03- 
74,  03-75,  03-76,  03-89,  03-91,  03-99,  03-100,  03-101,  03-102,  03- 
103,  03-104,  03-105,  03-106,  03-107,  03-110,  03-111,  03-112,  03-113, 
03-114,  03-116,  03-117,  03-119,  03-120,  03-121,  03-122,  03-123,  03- 
124,  03-125,  03-126,  03-127,  0-129,  03-130,  03-131,  03-132,  03-133, 
03-135,  03-138,  03-139,  03-140,  03-141,  03-143,  03-144,  03-145,  03- 
146,  0-147,  03-148,  03-149,  03-150,  03-151,  03-152,  03-153,  03-154, 
03-158,  03-160,  03-166,  03-167,  03-168,  03-169,  03-170,  03-175,  03- 
176,  03-187,  03-189,  03-191,  03-192,  03-195,  03-198,  03-209,  03-212, 
03-213,  03-214,  03-215,  03-216,  03-217,  03-218,  03-219,  03-221,  03- 
222,  03-223,  03-224,  03-225,  03-226,  03-227,  03-228,  03-229,  03-230, 
03-231,  03-234,  03-235,  03-236,  03-237,  03-238,  03-239,  03-240,  03- 
241,  03-242,  03-243,  03-244,  03-245,  03-246,  03-249,  Q3-250,  03-251, 
03-252,  03-253,  03-257,  03-258,  03-259,  03-260,  03-261,  03-263,  03- 
264,  03-265,  03-266,  03-267,  03-268,  03-269,  03-270,  03-271,  03-272, 
03-273,  03-274,  03-276,  03-277,  03-280,  03-281,  03-282,  03-283,  03- 
284,  03-285,  03-286,  03-288,  03-289,  03-291,  03-292,  03-293,  03-294, 
03-295,  03-296,  03-300,  03-301,  03-302,  03-303,  03-304,  03-305,  03- 
306,  03-307,  03-308,  03-309,  03-310,  03-311,  03-312,  03-313,  03-314, 
03-317,  03-318,  03-320,  03-321,  03-322,  03-323,  03-324,  03-325,  03- 
326,  03-327,  03-328,  03-329,  03-331,  03-332,  03-333,  03-334,  03-335, 

03- 336,  03-337,  03-338,  04-19,  04-20,  04-21,  04-34,  04-35,  04-37, 

04- 38,  04-39,  04-40,  05-6,  05-24,  05-25,  05-44,  05-48,  05-62,  06-21, 
06-22,  06-23,  06-24,  06-25,  06-26,  06-27,  06-28,  06-29,  06-50,  06- 
57,  08-5,  Pl-1,  Pl-2,  Pl-3,  P2-1,  P2-2,  P2-3,  P4-1,  P4-2,  P5-1,  P5-2,  P6-1, 
P7-1,  P7-2,  P8-1,  P9-1,  PlO-3,  Pll-1,  P12-1,  P13-1,  P14-1,  P15-1,  P16-1, 
P16-2,  P16-3,  P16-4,  P16-5,  P16-6,  P17-1,  P18-1,  P18-2,  P18-3,  P19-1,  P20- 
1,  P21-1,  P22-1,  P23-1,  P24-1,  P25-1,  P26-3,  P27-1,  P28-1,  P29-2,  P30-1, 
P31-1,  P31-2,  P31-3,  P32-1,  P33-1,  P35-1,  P36-1,  P36-2,  P37-1,  P40-1,  P41- 
1,  P42-1,  P43-1,  P44-1,  P45-1,  P46-1,  P47-1,  P49-2,  P50-1,  P51-1,  P53-1, 
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Comment  Number 

P53-2 

Riparian  and  \X  edands 

A3-2,  A5-1,  05-44,  06-48 

Socioeconomics 

A2-10,  A2-11,  A2-12,  03-21,  03-39,  03-40,  03-94,  03-95,  03-97,  03-98, 
05-48,  06-57,  06-58 

Soil  Resources 

03-160,  03-161,  03-162,  03-173,  03-175 

Special  Designations,  including 
ACEC,  Wilderness,  WSA,  and 
W'SR 

A2-24,  A2-25,  A2-26,  A2-27,  02-1,  03-83,  03-195,  03-197,  04-14,  04- 
15,  04-20,  04-38,  04-39,  04-40,  05-5,  05-13,  05-14,  05-15,  05-25,  05- 
34,  05-36,  05-39,  05-41,  05-42,  05-46,  05-54,  05-62,  06-3,  06-21,  06- 
22,  06-35,  06-36,  06-37,  06-38,  06-39,  06-40,  06-41,  06-42,  06-43, 
06-44,  06-50,  06-51,  06-54,  06-61,  07-1,  07-208-4,  08-6,  Pl-1,  Pl-2, 
Pl-3,  P2-1,  P2-2,  P4-1,  P4-2,  P5-1,  P5-2,  P8-1,  Pll-1,  P13-1,  P21-1,  P30-1, 
P36-1,  P37-1,  P38-1,  P39-1,  P39-3,  P40-1,  41-1,  P43-1,  P45-1,  P53-1,  P53-2 

Special  Status  Animal  Species 

04-20,  04-23,010-11 

Special  Status  Fish  Species 

03-183,  05-12,  05-38,  05-39,  05-40,  05-41,  05-44,  05-72,  05-73,  05- 
74,  05-75,  05-76,  06-8 

Special  Status  Plant  Species 

06-2,  06-8,  06-9,  06-10,  06-11,  06-12,  06-13,  06-14,  06-15,  06-17, 
06-27,  06-28,  06-43,  06-56,  06-59,  06-61,  06-62,  06-63,  06-64,  OlO- 
11 

Special  Status  Species  — General 

03-183,  03-184,  05-12,  05-25,  05-70,  05-71,  05-72,  05-73,  05-74,  05- 
75,  05-76,  05-77,  05-78,  06-2,  06-7,  06-18,  06-19 

Travel  Management  and  Access 

A5-11,  A5-12,  A5-13,  A5-14,  01-1,  01-2,  02-2,  03-1,  03-2,  03-3,  03-4, 
03-5,  03-6,  03-7,  03-11,  03-12,  03-17,  03-18,  03-19,  03-21,  03-24, 
03-25,  03-26,  03-27,  03-28,  03-29,  03-30,  03-31,  03-32,  03-33,  03- 
34,  03-35,  03-36,  03-37,  03-38,  03-39,  03-40,  03-42,  03-44,  03-45, 
03-46,  03-47,  03-48,  03-49,  03-50,  03-51,  03-52,  03-53,  03-56,  03- 
57,  03-58,  03-59,  03-60,  03-61,  03-62,  03-63,  03-64,  03-64,  03-65, 
03-66,  03-68,  03-69,  03-70,  03-71,  03-72,  03-73,  03-75,  03-76,  03- 
89,  03-91,  03-99,  03-100,  03-101,  03-102,  03-103,  03-104,  03-105, 
03-106,  03-107,  03-111,  03-112,  03-113,  03-114,  03-116,  03-117,  03- 
118,  03-119,  03-120,  03-121,  03-123,  03-124,  03-125,  03-126,  03-127, 
0-129,  03-130,  03-131,  03-132,  03-133,  03-135,  03-138,  03-139,  03- 
140,  03-141,  03-143,  03-144,  03-145,  03-146,  03-147,  03-148,  03-149, 
03-150,  03-151,  03-152,  03-153,  03-154,  03-155,  03-158,  03-160,  03- 
166,  03-167,  03-168,  03-169,  03-175,  03-176,  03-187,  03-189,  03-191, 
03-192,  03-195,  03-198,  03-209,  03-212,  03-213,  03-214,  03-215,  03- 
216,  03-217,  03-218,  03-219,  03-221,  03-222,  03-223,  03-224,  03-225, 
03-226,  03-227,  03-228,  03-229,  03-230,  03-231,  03-232,  03-233,  03- 
234,  03-235,  03-236,  03-237,  (93-238,  03-239,  03-240,  03-241,  03-242, 
03-243,  03-245,  (93-246,  (93-249,  (93-250,  (93-251,  (93-253,  (93-255,  (93- 
257,  (93-258,  (93-259,  03-260,  (93-261,  03-263,  (93-264,  (93-265,  (93-266, 
(93-267,  (93-268,  (93-269,  (93-270,  (93-271,  (93-272,  (93-273,  (93-274,  (93- 
276,  (93-277,  (93-280,  (93-281,  (93-282,  (93-283,  (93-284,  03-285,  (93-286, 
(93-287,  (93-288,  (93-289,  (93-291,  (93-292,  (93-293,  03-294,  (93-295,  (93- 
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Topic 

Comment  Number 

296,  ()3-3()(),  03-301,  03-302,  03-303,  03-304,  03-305,  03-306,  03-307, 
03-308,  03-309,  03-310,  03-31 1,  03-312,  03-313,  03-314,  03-317,  03- 
318,  03-320,  03-321, 03-322,  03-323,  03-324,  03-325,  03-327,  03-328, 

03- 329,  03-331,  03-332,  03-333,  03-334,  03-335,  03-336,  03-337,  03- 
338,  04-1,  04-18,  04-19,  04-20,  04-21,  04-30,  04-32,  04-33,  04-34, 

04- 37,  05-16,  05-17,  05-18,  05-19,  05-20,  05-21,  05-22,  05-23,  05- 
25,  05-59,  06-25,  06-28,  06-29,  06-50,  06-57,  08-5,  09-1,  09-2,  09-3, 
010-8,  010-9,  010-10,  Pl-1,  Pl-2,  Pl-3,  P2-1,  P2-2,  P2-3,  P4-1,  P4-2,  P5- 
1,  P5-2,  P6-1,  P7-1,  P7-2,  P8-1,  P9-1,  PlO-3,  Pll-1,  P12-1,  P13-1,  P14-1, 
P15-1,  P16-1,  P16-2,  P16-3,  P16-4,  PI  6-5,  P16-6,  P17-1,  P18-1,  P18-2,  P18- 
3,  P19-1,  P20-1,  P21-1,  P23-1,  P24-1,  P25-1,  P26-3,  P27-1,  P28-1,  P29-2, 
P30-1,  P31-1,  P31-2,  P31-3,  P32-1,  P33-1,  P35-1,  P36-1,  P36-2,  P37-1,  P38- 
1,  P39-2,  P40-1,  P41-1,  P42-1,  P43-1,  P44-1,  P45-1,  P46-1,  P47-1,  P49-1, 
P50-l,P51-l,P53-l,P53-2 

Tribal  Coordination 

A2-2,  A2-3,  A2-4,  A2-5,  A2-6,  A2-10,  A2-32 

Visual  Resources 

03-244 

\X  ater  Quality^ Watersheds/Water 
Resources 

Al-1,  A2-24,  A2-25,  A2-26,  A2-27,  A3-1,  A3-2,  A3-3,  A3-5,  A3-6,  A4-1, 
A4-2,  A4-3,  02-1,  03-13,  03-14,  03-160,  03-161,  03-162,  03-173,  03- 
175,  04-26,  04-27,  04-28,  05-8,  05-34,  05-36,  05-80,  05-84,  08-2,  08- 
3, 

VC'ild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

A2-24,  A2-25,  A2-26,  A2-27,  02-1,  04-40,  05-13,  07-1,  07-2,  08-4, 

Wilderness  Issues,  including 
Wilderness  Study  Areas 

03- 4,  03-5,  03-6,  03-7,  03-77,  03-83,  03-84,  03-195,  03-197,  03-325, 

04- 14,  04-15,  04-20,  04-38,  04-39,  04-40,  05-14,  05-15,  05-16,  05- 
17,  05-18,  05-42,  05-43,  05-44,  05-45,  05-46,  05-47,  05-48,  05-49, 

05- 50,  05-51,  05-52,  05-53,  05-54,  05-55,  05-56,  05-57,  05-58,  06- 
54,  Pl-1,  Pl-2,  Pl-3,  P2-1,  P2-2,  P2-3,  P4-1,  P4-2,  P5-1,  P5-2,  P8-1,  Pll-1, 
P13-1,  P21-1,  P30-1,  P36-1,  P37-1,  P38-1,  P39-1,  P40-1,  P41-1,  P43-1,  P45- 
l,P53-l,P53-2 

V 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  und  Responses 


Comments 

A1 


Responses 


•Janet  Samford" 

< jsamSbenewaheoun 
ty ,org> 

04/04/2006  12:06 
PM 


< I D_CDA_RMP 0 b 1 m . go V > 


To 


cc 

"Brad  Wagner  " 

<brad_wagnec@blm. gov>, 
<Scott_Pavey0blm.gov>,  "'William  E. 
Schlosser,  Ph.D.'" 

<schlosser0consult ing-f orestera . com 


CDA  RMP  Comments 


Subject 


Re:  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  Draft  Volume  III.  Maps,  5.  WUI  and  Fire  Use  Areas. 

Benewah  County  is  currently  updating  our  WUI  map  to  designate  all  land  within  the  Rochat 
Creek  watershed  as  WUI.  Rochat  Creek  is  the  source  of  water  for  the  St.  Maries 
municipality.  This  was  an  oversight  in  our  original  map  but  we  have  contacted  our 
contractor.  Northwest  Management  and 

asked  that  it  be  changed.  The  BLM  is  the  largest  landowner  in  the 

watershed  with  approximately  2,889  acres.  The  map  in  the  draft  shows  this  area  as  Fire 
Use.  We  would  like  to  see  this  designated  as  WUI  in  the  final  plan. 

Janet  Samford 

Benewah  County  Emergency  Management 
County  Point  of  Contact  for 

Idaho  State  Fire  Plan  Working  Group  Benewah  County 
701  College  Ave 
St.  Maries,  ID  83861 
208-245-8032 


A2 


May  8,  2006 

Mr.  Scott  Pavey,  RMP  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1808  N.  Third  Street 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814-3407 

Dear  Mr.  Pavey: 


The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe’s  Natural  Resource  Department  appreciates  the  ability  to  submit 
comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  (BLM)  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft  RMP/EIS)  beyond  the  published  deadline  of  April 
14,  2006.  The  Tribe  has  not  had  enough  time  to  review  the  document  in  the  type  of  detail  that  is 
needed  and  by  all  of  the  Tribe’s  affected  programs  and  departments.  The  coordination  with  BLM 
on  the  development  of  the  RMP/EIS  and  resulting  RMP  is  important  and  the  Tribe  believes  it 
would  benefit  both  parties  to  discuss  this  during  a meeting  to  be  held  as  soon  as  possible. 

Broad  management  plans  that  set  overall  policy  are  very  important  and  the  Tribe  has  the 
following  initial  comments  on  the  BLM’s  Final  RMP/EIS. 


1 

2 

3 


4 


1 ) MAPS:  Please  place  the  current  Coeur  d’Alene  Reservation  boundaries  on  all  of  your 
maps  in  order  for  the  Tribe  to  better  locate  the  RMP’s  impacts  on  Reservation  resources. 

2)  LAND  RETENTION/ACOUISITION:  The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  would  like  to  meet  with 
the  BLM  to  discuss  Draft  RMP/EIS  retention/acquisition  areas  that  are  located  on  and 
near  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Reservation.  The  Tribe  has  concerns  regarding  the  BLM’s  plans 
to  acquire  land  on  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Reservation.  Also,  the  Tribe  would  like  to  discuss 
management  of  the  1 80  acres  owned  by  BLM  on  the  Reservation. 

3)  Tribal  IRMP:  The  Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  would  like  the  BLM  to  list  the  Tribe’s  Integrated 
Resource  Management  Plan  (IRMP)  Draft  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DPEIS),  and  eventually,  the  resulting  IRMP,  in  the  policies  and  plans 
coordination  section  in  the  BLM’s  Final  RMP/EIS;  additionally,  the  Tribe  would  like 
BLM  to  include  a discussion  on  how  the  BLM’s  RMP/EIS  is  consistent  or  inconsistent 
with  the  Tribe’s  Preferred  Alternative  B in  the  IRMP  DPEIS.  The  Tribe  would  like  BLM 
to  make  any  adjustments  to  the  EIS  that  are  needed  in  order  to  make  the  RMP/EIS 
consistent  with  the  Tribe’s  draft  EIS.  This  can  also  be  a topic  of  a follow-up  meeting  with 
the  Tribe. 

4)  AIR  QUALITY:  The  Tribe  would  like  BLM  to  discuss  coordination  with  the  Tribe’s  Air 
Quality  Program  in  its  goals. 


Al-1:  BLM  has  revised  the  WUI-Fire  Use  map  (see  Map  5) 
to  include  the  Rochat  Creek  watershed. 


A2-1:  In  response  to  this  comment,  BLM  prepared  a set  of 
maps  with  the  Reserv'ation  boundaries  for  the  Tribe. 

A2-2:  As  requested  by  the  Tribe,  BLM  has  met  with  them  to 
discuss  this,  and  other  concerns. 


A2-3:  As  requested  by  the  Tribe,  BLM  has  met  with  them  to 
discuss  this,  and  other  concerns.  BLM  has  also  reviewed 
the  Preferred  Alternadve  of  the  Tribe’s  Integrated  Re- 
source Management  Plan,  and  found  nothing  in  the  Pro- 
posed RMP/Linal  EdS  that  was  inconsistent.  BLM  will 
work  closely  with  the  Tribe  to  identify  ways  to  make  the 
plans  more  complementary. 

A2-4:  As  specified  under  all  alternatives,  BLM  would  coor- 
dinate activities  affecting  air  quality  with  the  Montana/ 
Idaho  Airshed  Group,  of  which  the  Tribe  is  a member. 
BLM  has  also  added  an  objective  and  action  to  the  Air 
(j^uality  section  (Objective  /\Q  1.4  and  AQ  1.4.1)  that 
would  require  BLM  to  coordinate  directly  with  the  af- 
fected Tribe,  regarding  prescribed  fire  and  wildland  fire 
use  within  reservation  boundaries. 
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Comments 


Responses 


A2  (Cont.) 

5)  RECREATION:  The  Tribe  has  noted  the  emphasis  that  the  BLM  has  placed  on 
Recreation  in  the  RMP/EIS.  The  Tribe  requests  that  BLM  consult  with  the  Tribe’s  Lake 
Management  Department  to  coordinate  recreation  efforts  on  and  near  the  Coeur  d’Alene 
Reservation  (as  well  as  coordination  with  the  Tribe’s  Culture  Program  as  illustrated  in 
comments  below). 

6)  Coordination  and  Consultation:  The  Tribe  would  like  BLM  to  add  a section  in  the 
RMP/EIS  that  discusses  overall  coordination  and  consultation  with  the  Coeur  d’Alene 
Tribe  in  terms  of  implementation  of  the  RMP  on  an  ongoing  basis  within  the  Tribe’s 
aboriginal  territory. 


Coeur  d’Alene  Tribe  Cultural  Resources  Management  Program  Comments  on  Coeur  d'Alene 
BLM  olTice  Draft  RMP/EIS  released  January  2006 


A2-5:  A specific  reference  to  coordinati(;n  with  the  Tribe 
has  been  added  to  Action  RC-Dl.2.9. 

A2-6:  BLM  is  coordinating  with  the  Tribe  to  determine  the 
best  means  to  accomplish  this. 

A2-7:  These  are  subjective  qualifiers  that  BLM  used  to  dis- 
tinguish what  it  determined  to  be  lesser  impacts  from 
greater  ones.  BLM  understands  that  Tribal  members’  and 
staffs  opinions  may  differ  from  BLM’s. 


VOLUME  I 


1 


Throughout  document:  recommend  removing  minimizing  qualifiers  to  the  word  “impact”  or 
“impacts”  such  as  “minor”  and  “slight”  (e.g.  “minor  impacts”).  This  is  a subjective  judgment  and 
particularly  in  the  areas  of  cultural  resources,  tribal  trust  issues,  and  so  on,  the  assessment  of 
what  is  “minor”  or  “slight”  may  be  significantly  different  for  Tribal  members  and  staff  than  for 
BLM  staff. 


Table  2-1  “Management  Guidance  for  All  Alternatives” 
Cultural  resource  discussion  in  begins  on  pg.  2-76 


8 


Alternative  B,  C,  and  D now  propose  “develop  a long-term  monitoring  schedule  by  2009  that 
identifies  a representative  sample  of  sites  or  TCPs  that  will  be  examined  on  an  annual  basis” 
Alternative  A has  “recommend  site  protection  measures  to  protect  at-risk  sites” 

-Does  this  mean  A has  more  or  less  monitoring? 

-Why  not  100%  monitoring  of  all  sites/TCPs? 

-Are  sites  and  TCPs  mutually  exclusive  categories? 

If  so,  provide  clear  definitions.  If  not,  rephrase  to  reflect  this. 


A2-8:  Alternadve  A does  not  have  more  monitoring  and  in 
fact  proposing  the  development  of  a monitoring  schedule 
in  the  other  alternatives  will  allow  a more  focused  ap- 
proach in  the  future.  Development  of  a cultural  resource 
monitoring  schedule  aUows  BLM  to  prioridze  those  sites 
or  areas,  including  TCPs,  that  takes  into  account  current 
or  potendal  impacts  as  well  as  the  significance  of  those 
resources.  Thus,  by  developing  a schedule  more  impor- 
tant sites  will  be  monitored  more  frequendy  and  the  inidal 
development  of  the  schedule  can  also  be  coordinated 
with  the  Tribes  and  Idaho  State  Historic  Preservadon 
Office. 


Chapter  3 Affected  Environment 

3.2.9  Cultural  Resources  begins  on  page  3-44 
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All  Cultural  Resources  “would  be  allocated  to  one  or  more  use  categories  under  all  the 
alternatives  addressed  in  this  plan.” 

-Isn’t  the  obligation  to  maintain  all  Cultural  Resources  even  if  there  is  no  “use”? 


Because  of  workloads  and  funding  Limitadons  100%  of  all 
sites  can  not  be  monitored.  Establishing  a schedule  will 
focus  the  monitoring  efforts  to  those  sites  or  areas  with 
the  greatest  need. 


10 


Pg  3-68  lists  the  following  as  “major  settlements  on  the  reservation”  with  a reference  date  of 
2004:  “Benewah,  DeSmet,  Plummer,  Tensed,  and  Worley.” 

-What  about  St.  Maries? 

-Where  is  the  “major  settlement”  of  Benewah? 


TCPs  are  considered  cultural  resources  but  not  all  cultural 
resources  are  TCPs.  See  the  definidon  that  BLM  added 
to  the  glossary’. 


10 


A2  (Cont.) 

-Why  was  the  information  obtained  from  the  Economic  Development  Center  rather  than  the 
Tribe? 


2 
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Pg  3-69  “Pacific  Crown  Timber  Products  is  the  largest  private  employer  of  tribal  members  in 
this  domain”... 

-Should  this  be  “Crown  Pacific...”? 

-If  so,  has  their  bankruptcy  changed  this  information? 


Traditional  Uses  Pg  3-69 

“Currently,  Native  American  tribes  do  not  depend  on  commodity  resources  from  lands  managed 
by  the  CdA  FO  for  their  economic  livelihood,  but  they  do  use  resources  on  BLM  public  lands  for 
subsistence  and  cultural  purposes.” 

-What  is  meant  by  “subsistence”  in  this  case? 

-Generally  “subsistence”  hunting,  fishing,  etc  are  part  of  a household  economy. 

Chapter  4 — Environmental  Consequences 


pg  4-110) 

“*  Acres  and  relative  depth  of  ground-disturbing  activities  permitted  and  their  potential  for 
affecting  known  or  unknown  intact  cultural  resources  or  areas  of  importance  to  Native  American 
or  other  traditional  communities;” 

-Recommend  deleting  word  “intact”.  Cultural  resources  do  not  need  to  be  completely 
intact  to  merit  protection  from  further  impacts. 


A2-9;  Cultural  resources  are  assigned  to  use  categories.  It  is 
a mechanism  to  help  guide  future  uses  of  the  resource. 
The  only  category’  that  may  be  of  question  is  the  Dis- 
charged from  Management.  This  category’  is  only  for 
those  sites  that  have  been  destroyed.  Cultural  resource 
Action  CR-B  1.3.1  recommends  establishing  a schedule  to 
collect  the  necessary’  data  to  make  informed  use  aUoca- 
dons.  This  also  allows  the  BLM  to  coordinate  these  deci- 
sions with  the  affected  Tribes  and  the  Idaho  State  His- 
toric Preservadon  Office. 

A2-10:  BLM  has  made  these  cirrecdons  and  will  coordinate 
with  the  Tribe  to  acquire  accurate  data  in  the  future. 

A2-11:  This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS. 

A2-12:  The  term  ‘subsistence’  has  been  deleted  from  the 
paragraph. 
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pg  4-1 10  and  4-1 1 1 

-This  list  of  laws  should  add  AIRFA  and  other  relevant  statutes. 

-Why  the  word  “any”  before  TCPs  in  the  section  “Impacts  from  Water  Resources 
Management”? 

-Same  paragraph:  recommend  deleting  word  “slightly”. 


15 


Pg  4-111 

“Alternative  B”  paragraph. 

This  paragraph  states  “additional  emphasis  on  measures  to  promote  commodity  and  recreational 
species.  These  include  species  that  have  been  fished  or  hunted  traditionally  and  these  actions 
would  enhance  opportunities  to  continue  cultural  use.” 

-These  actions  would  also  increase  non-traditional  use,  competition  for  traditional  species,  and 
may  increase  recreational  species  (e.g.  introduced  fish  like  walleye)  populations.  Some  of  these 
species  compete  with  and/or  prey  upon  native  species  that  are  traditionally  used. 


Pg  4-117 

l"  paragraph  (is  under  “cumulative  impacts”  section) 

“The  RMP  recognizes  that  tribal  knowledge  contributes  to  the  management  of  cultural  resources 
and  that  traditional  use  areas  or  sacred  sites  can  be  TCPs  that  need  to  be  treated  as  protected 
cultural  resources.” 

-Some  legal  phrasing  questions: 
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A2-13:  This  change  has  been  made. 

A2-14:  The  American  Indian  Religious  Freedom  Act 
(AIRFA)  is  referenced  in  the  first  sentence  on  page  4-111 
at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  listing  the  priman*  statutes  to 
which  the  Antiquities  Act  of  1 906  was  added.  Also,  “anv” 
and  “slighdy”  have  been  deleted. 

A2-15:  Before  any  introduction  of  a new  species  the  BLM, 
Idaho  Fish  and  Game,  the  affected  Tribes,  and  anv  other 
interested  parties  would  be  consulted. 

A2-16:  “Are”  would  pertain  to  current  management;  “need 
to  be”  would  pertain  to  future  management. 
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A2  (Cont.) 

-Should  “or”  be  “and'or’".’ 

-Is  il  meant  that  TCPs  "need  to  be  treated  as  protected  cultural  resources”  or  TCPs  “are 
protected  cultural  resources”? 
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Section  4.5.3  Native  American  Trust  and  Interests  (begins  pg  4- 1 84) 

l“  paragraph:  -why  only  subsistence  species?  Not  all  culturally  important  species  are 

subsistence  related. 


4.5.3. 3 Cumulative  Effects  begins  on  pg  4-191 
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alternative  A ...  last  paragraph  pg  4-191  “...changes  in  the  natural  resource  base  brought  about 
my  insect  and  disease...” 

-Change  “my”  to  “by”. 
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4.6  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacts  one  paragraph  pg  4-193 

-These  are  written  off  with  “Virtually  all  potential  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  indirect, 
long-term,  and  difficult  to  quantify.” 

-This  statement  and  the  preceding  generalized  statements  in  the  single  paragraph  discussion  do 
not  provide  enough  information  to  assess  the  unavoidable  impacts  of  the  proposed  alternatives. 
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4.7  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  all  on  pg  4-194 
pg  4-194  “Undiscovered  cultural  resources  may  be  affected  by  the  alternatives... Cultural 
resources  are  by  their  nature  irreplaceable,  so  the  alteration  or  elimination  of  any  such  resource, 
whether  National  Register-eligible  or  not,  represents  an  irreversible  and  an  irretrievable 
commitment.” 

-Yes  indeed. 


Pg  4-194  last  paragraph:  “The  exact  nature  and  extent  of  any  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources  cannot  be  defined  due  to  uncertainties  about  location,  scale,  timing, 
and  rate  of  implementation,  as  well  as  the  relationship  to  other  action  and  the  effectiveness  of 
mitigation  measures,” 

-Again  it  seems  that  because  it  is  difficult  and  imprecise,  no  information  is  given  at  all  that 
allows  the  comparative  evaluation  of  the  alternatives  for  this  issue. 
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Appendix  F:  Mineral  Leasing  Surface  Use  Stipulations 
Cultural  resources: 

Stipulation:  no  surface  occupancy  allowed  in  areas  of  cultural  or  spiritual 
value  to  Native  American  Tribes. 

Exception:  “The  authorized  office  may  grant  an  exception  if 
environmental  analysis  and  Tribal  consultation  on  a proposed  action  reveals  that  these  values 
would  not  be  impacted,  or  that  impacts  could  be  adequately  mitigated.” 

Modification:  “Through  Tribal  consultation,  the  boundaries  of  these  areas 

may  be  changed.” 

Waiver:  “This  stipulation  may  be  waved  (sic)  with  written  approval  from 
the  concerned  Native  American  Tribal  Council.” 


A2  (Cont.) 
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-Recommend:  **There  may  be  more  than  one  concerned  Native  American  Tribal  Council, 
Written  approval  should  be  obtained  from  all  concerned  Native  American  Tribal  Councils, 
‘correct  spelling  of  “waved”  to  “waived” 
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Pg  G-7 

Relevance,  point  1... notes  that  an  area  meets  relevance  criteria  if  it  ‘”has  a significant  historic, 
cultural,  or  scenic  value  (including  but  not  limited  to  rare  or  sensitive  archeological  resources 
and  religious  or  cultural  resources  important  to  native  Americans).”’ 

-Recommend  correcting  “native”  to  “Native” 
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Appendix  J:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Study 

Pg  J-1-3:  note  that  there  are  Cultural  and  Historical  criteria  for  “Outstandingly  Remarkable 
Values”  portion  of  the  WSR  designation 

-Cultural  discussion  pertains  to  ONLY  prehistoric  sites.  “The  stream  corridor  contains 
prehistoric  sites  that  are  rare,  have  unusual  characteristics,  or  possess  exceptional  human-interest 
values.  Sites  may  have  national  or  regional  importance  for  interpreting  prehistory,  be  rare,  or 
represent  an  area  where  a culture  or  cultural  period  was  first  identified  and  described.  Sites  may 
have  been  used  by  two  or  more  cultural  groups  or  may  have  been  used  for  rare  or  sacred 
purposes.” 
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-Historical states  ’’’The  stream  corridor  contains  sites  or  features  associated  with  a 
significant  event,  an  important  person,  or  a cultural  activity  of  the  past  that  was  rare  or  unusual  in 
the  area.  Sites  or  features  listed  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  may  be  of  particular  significance.’” 


-This  discrepancy  needs  to  be  addressed. 
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PgJ-A-3  NOTE:  ‘”A.2.6  Cultural 

The  river  or  area  within  the  river  corridor  contains  a site  or  sites  where  there  is  evidence 
of  occupation  or  use  by  Native  Americans,  Sites  must  be  rare  or  must  have  unusual 
characteristics  or  exceptional  human  interest  values.  Sites  may  have  national  or  regional 
importance  for  interpreting  prehistory;  may  be  rare;  may  represent  an  area  where  culture  or  a 
cultural  period  was  first  identified  and  described;  may  have  been  used  concurrently  by  two  or 
more  cultural  groups;  or  may  have  been  used  by  cultural  groups  for  rare  or  sacred  purposes.’” 
-This  is  different  than  the  “Cultural”  criterion  outlined  in  previous  section  where  “prehistory  was 
earlier  in  the  statement  making  it  imperative  to  the  cultural  designation. 
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-Refer  back  to  J-I-3  section  on  “outstanding  Remarkable  Values”  for  “Cultural” 
Question:  “an  area  where  culture,, ..was  first  identified”  Should  this  be  “an  area  where  a 
culture.. .was  first  identified”? 


A2-17:  The  word  “subsistence”  has  been  deleted. 


A2-18:  Correction  made. 


A2-19:  BLM  feels  that  this  paragraph  is  very  specific. 


A2-20:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


A2-21:  The  RJVIP  provides  general  guidance  for  actions  that 
may  occur  on  BLM-administered  lands.  The  plan  itself, 
and  the  alternatives,  are  intentionally  non-specific.  There- 
fore, it  is  not  possible  to  be  more  detailed  than  the  de- 
scription provided. 

A2-22:  The  waiver  statement  has  been  changed  to  indicate 
that  there  may  be  multiple  “concerned  Tribal  Councils.” 


A2-23:  Correction  made. 


A2-24:  Eligibility  criteria  listed  in  the  Wild  And  Scenic  Riv- 
ers Act  specifically  includes  “cultural”  and  “historical”. 
The  criteria  definitions  used  in  the  RAIP  Appendix  J are 
paraphrased  from  BLM  Manual  8351  — 'X  tld  and  Scenic 
Rivers. 


A2-25:  Please  see  response  A2-24. 


A2-26:  Please  see  response  A2-24. 


A2-27:  This  wording  was  paraphrased  from  the  BLM  Man- 
ual 8351  - Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 
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A2  (Cont.) 

VOLUME  Ill-Maps 
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General  eomments: 

The  backcountry  byway  through  Grandmother  Mountain  area  will  negatively  impact  cultural 
resources  by  sharing  information  about  the  area  and  providing  increased  access. 

This  byway  is  in  alternatives  B,  C,  and  D (only  the  “no  action”  alternative  A does  not  have  it  and 
A has  other  drawbacks), 

-Could  this  byway  be  removed  from  alternatives  B,  C,  and  D? 
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Alternatives  B,C,  and  D have  Rochat  Divide  and  other  areas  designated  as  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas  and  Developed  Recreation  Sites.  Maps  20-23  will  illuminate  this. 

There  are  trails  and  other  cultural  sites  in  the  vicinity  of  recreation  sites.  Suspect  that  the  areas 
need  to  be  surveyed  for  cultural  resources.  Less  area  developed  for  recreation  means  less  traffic 
in  cultural  areas  particularly  the  Rochat  Divide/Pine  Creek,  Silver  Valley,  and  Widow  Mountain. 
Further  north,  Gamlin  Lake  near  Lake  Pend  Oreille,  is  planned  for  development  that  could 
compromise  cultural  resources. 

-If  development  does  occur,  suggest  using  planning,  education,  and  all  other  means  to  protect 
cultural  resources. 
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Map  44  “land  and  realty  alternative  D”  demonstrates  that  more  land  area  is  open  to  consideration 
for  acquisition  under  this  alternative  than  the  others.  There  is  more  potential  for  getting  land  into 
BLM  (federal)  ownership  and  less  potential  for  having  land  go  out  of  federal  control.  However, 
potential  is  not  the  actual  outcome. 


31 


I Maps  46-64  illustrate  proposed  “Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern” 

I These  could  offer  protection  to  cultural  resources  depending  on  how  they  are  managed. 
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Summary 

The  Tribe  believes  that  it  is  in  everyone’s  best  interests  to  coordinate  planning  as  much  as 
possible.  There  are  a number  of  items  that  the  Tribe  would  like  to  discuss  with  BLM  regarding 
the  RMP/EIS  in  order  to  work  more  collaboratively.  The  Tribe  would  like  to  meet  with  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  further  discuss  the  RMP/EIS.  Please  contact  my  office  at  (208) 
686-8802  to  schedule  a meeting  at  the  earliest  convenience  for  both  parties. 


Sincerely, 


A2-28:  BLM 
alternatives 


has  removed  backcountry’  byways  from  all 
in  the  PRMP/FEIS. 


A2-29:  If  a recreation  site  development  is  proposed  a cul- 
tural resource  inventory  would  be  completed,  consulta- 
tion initiated  with  affected  Tribal  groups,  and  the  appro- 
priate environmental  review  document  completed. 

By  actively  managing  recreation  the  BLM  will  be  better 
able  to  proactively  protect  cultural  resources. 

A2-30:  The  boundaries  on  this  map  are  simply  an  estimate 
of  the  lands  BLM  currendy  manages  that  meet  the  criteria 

A2-31:  Some  proposed  ACECs  were  idendfied  for  cultural 
values.  Indirect  effects  of  designation  on  cultural  re- 
sources are  discussed  in  Chapter  4,  Section  4.2.11.2.  for 
retention  and  acquisition.  The  criteria  themselves  would 
be  used  to  determine  whether  to  acquire  new  lands. 


A2-32:  BLM  has  coordinated  with  the  Tribe  as  requested. 


Tiffany  Allgood 

Environmental  Action  Plan  Coordinator 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  10 

1 200  Sixth  Avenue 
Seattle.  WA  961 01 


April  13,  2006 


Reply  to 

Attn  Of:  ETPA-088  Ref:  05-073-BLM 


Scott  Pavey 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 
1 808  North  Third  Sneet 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814-3407 

Dear  Mr.  Pavey: 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  in  accordance  with 
our  responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Section  309,  independent  of  NEPA,  specifically  directs  EPA  to  review  and 
comment  in  writing  on  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  all  major  federal  actions. 
Under  our  policies  and  procedures,  we  evaluate  the  document’s  adequacy  in  meeting  NEPA 
requirements. 

The  draft  EIS  analyzes  one  no  action  alternative  and  three  action  alternatives  The 
planning  area  is  located  in  the  Panhandle  region  of  northern  Idaho  and  encompasses  5,077,776  of 
private  and  public  lands.  Approximately  96,770  acres  of  that  planning  area  are  administered  by 
the  BLM.  Alternative  A (No  Action)  considers  the  continuation  of  the  current  management. 
Alternative  B emphasizes  active  management  for  commodities,  amenities  and  services. 
Alternative  C includes  management  strategies  to  preserve  and  protect  resources  such  as  wildlife 
habitat,  water  quality,  etc.  Alternative  D (Preferred  Alternative  represents  a variety  of 
management  activities  intended  to  balance  commodity  and  non-commodity  resources  usage. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS  for  this  project.  Our  rating  and  a 
summary  of  our  comments  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  Enclosed  please  find  a copy 
of  the  rating  .system  u.sed  in  our  review  for  your  reference.  Should  you  have  any  questions 

Printed  on  Ppcyctpd  Pmp*r 


We  have  rated  the  EIS,  EC-2  (Environmental  Concems-Insufficient  Information).  We 
support  the  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative,  since  it  strives  to  balance  resource  protection 
with  active  management  of  commodity  resources.  However,  we  have  some  questions  regarding 
clarity  of  the  document  and  concerns  regarding  resource  areas.  We  recommend  including 
additional  discu.ssion  on  air  and  water  oualitv  issues. 


V 


A3-1:  Please  see  responses  A3-3,  A3-4,  A3-5  and  A3-6. 
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A3  (Cont.) 
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regarding  our  commems  please  contact  Denise  Clark  by  phone  at  (206)  553-8414  or  by  email  at 
clark.denise@epa.gov.  or  me  at  (206)  553-1601. 

Sincerely, 

/S/ 

Christine  B.  Reichgott,  Manager 
NEPA  Review  Unit 


Enclosures 

cc:  Idaho  Operations  Office 


A3  (Cont.) 

EPA  Comments  on  the 

Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  DEIS 


Preferred  Alternative 

Although  Alternative  C would  be  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative,  EPA  believes 
that  Alternative  D provides  management  that  would  protect  sensitive  resourees  while  allowing 
more  active  management  than  Alternative  C.  We  are  very  pleased  that  the  RMP  would 
incorporate  the  goals  and  objectives  from  the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  Strategy.  The  use  of 
riparian  conservation  area  guidelines  pursuant  to  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Native  Fish  Strategy  will 
contribute  to  improvement  in  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitat  improvements  as  well  as 
prevention  of  future  impacts. 

Livestock  Grazing 

The  draft  EIS  proposes  to  either  keep  the  grazing  allotments  at  the  same  level  under 
alternatives  A and  B or  reduce  them  by  1,218  acres  under  Alternative  C and  D.  Section  3.3.2, 
Livestock  Grazing,  in  the  Affected  Environment  Section  lists  the  allotments  managed  by  the 
BLM  and  their  current  status.  However,  the  EIS  fails  to  describe  the  condition  of  each  allotment. 
We  recommend  including  the  a summary  of  environmental  condition  of  each  allotment, 
including  quality  of  forage  plants,  streambank  stability,  and  sediment  inputs  to  streams  that  may 
exist  on  the  allotment  or  that  are  affected  by  grazing.  We  also  recommend  that  Section  4.2.3, 
Water  Resources,  describe  which  allotments  would  be  closed  to  grazing,  the  environmental 
benefits  that  would  result  from  closing  the  allotments  as  well  as  the  economic  impacts  that  would 
potentially  result  from  closure. 

Air  Quality 

We  understand  that  prescribed  and  wild  fire  can  potentially  impact  air  quality.  One  tool 
that  assists  in  the  management  of  smoke  emissions  is  a smoke  plan.  We  are  concerned  with  the 
release  of  particulate  matter  (PM)  caused  by  prescribed  fire  but  realize  that  reducing  some  fuel 
loads  now  may  prevent  low  frequency,  high  intensity  fires  releasing  more  PM  later.  The  draft 
EIS  states  that  the  BLM  participates  in  the  Montana-Idaho  Airshed  Group  and  coordinates  its 
prescribed  burning  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (IDEQ)  and  other 
federal  agencies.  To  manage  these  activities,  we  support  working  with  the  state  to  develop  a 
smoke  management  plan  and  recommend  including  information  on  the  plan  in  the  final  EIS  as 
well  as  demonstrate  how  the  project  will  meet  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards, 
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Water  Resources 

Table  3-2  lists  the  Clean  Water  Act  designated  impaired  waterbodies  near  BLM  land.  We 
recommend  that  the  EIS  discuss  how  the  proposed  alternatives  will  facilitate  these  streams 
meeting  water  quality  standards.  We  understand  that  effective  implementation  of  BMPs  and  the 
CNRSH  goals  and  objectives  would  likely  assist  in  the  recovery  of  some  of  the  listed  streams. 
We  recommend  that  the  final  EIS  di.scuss  the  streams  that  are  likely  to  be  improved  by 
implementation  of  the  revised  RMP.  In  addition,  we  recommend  that  the  final  EIS  identify  how 
the  BLM  will  coordinate  with  the  IDEQ  to  in.sure  that  activities  on  BLM  land  will  contribute  to 
meeting  the  goals  of  the  Total  Maximum  Daily  I.oads  that  have  been  developed  and  those  that 
are  currently  in  development  as  well  as  not  contribute  to  degradation  of  existing  high  quality 
water. 


A3-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


A3-3:  Each  allotment  is  reviewed  during  the  Standard  and 
Guideline  process  where  specific  information  is  gathered, 
reviewed,  ancf  resolved.  An  RMP  gives  BLM  overaU 
direction;  specific  allotment  detailed  evaluation  is  not  part 
of  this  process. 

A3-4:  In  addition  to  the  overall  air  quality  program  guidance 
and  IDEQ  coordination  provided  by  the  Idaho-Montana 
Airshed  Group,  BLM  prepares  a site-specific,  project- 
level  smoke  management  plan  for  each  prescribed  burn. 


A3-5:  Because  of  the  generally  low  percentage  of  BLM- 
administered  lands  within  many  of  the  TMDL  water- 
sheds, in  most  cases  the  activities  outlined  in  the  RMP 
will  help,  but  not  necessarily  achieve,  the  goals  of  the 
TMDL.  On  the  project  level,  BLM  will  coordinate  with 
IDEQ  to  design  site-specific  BMPs  in  TMDL  watersheds. 
This  currently  involves  jointly  consulting  with  IDPIQ  and 
the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  404  permit  applications 
within  TMDL  watersheds.  The  Corps  issues  a 404  permit 
and  IDEQ  issues  a letter  of  consent.  BLM  will  continue 
to  comply  and  stay  current  with  IDEQ  or  EPA  regula- 
tions regarding  TMDLs  as  the  process  evolves. 
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Source  Water 

The  EIS  did  not  discuss  any  source  water  areas  in  the  project  area  and  therefore,  this 
raises  concern  regarding  potential  impacts  to  source  water  if  there  are  any  source  water  areas  in 
the  project.  Public  drinking  water  .supplies  and/or  their  source  areas  often  exist  on  lands  under 
federal  management.  Activities  such  as  timber  harvesting,  grazing,  and  recreation,  may 
adversely  affect  waters  that  serve  as  sources  of  drinking  water  for  communities.  The  1996 
amendments  to  the  .Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (SDWA)  require  federal  agencies  that  manage  lands 
that  serve  as  drinking  water  sources  to  protect  these  source  water  areas,  source  water  is  untreated 
water  from  streams,  rivers,  lakes,  springs,  and  aquifers  that  is  used  as  a supply  of  drinking  water, 
source  water  areas  are  the  sources  of  drinking  water  delineated  and  mapped  by  the  states  for  each 
federally-regulated  public  water  system. 

State  agencies  have  been  delegated  responsibility  to  conduct  source  water  assessments 
and  provide  a database  of  information  about  the  watersheds  and  aquifers  that  supply  public  water 
systems.  We  recommend  that  the  USFS/BLM  contact  the  state  agency  (either  DEQ  or  DHS) 
responsible  for  developing  and  maintaining  this  database  to  help  identify  source  water  protection 
areas  within  or  downstream  of  the  project  area.  Typical  databases  may  contain  GIS  and  Access 
information  for  the  watersheds  and  aquifer  recharge  areas,  the  most  sensitive  zones  within  those 
areas,  and  the  numbers  and  types  of  potential  contaminant  sources  identified  for  each  system. 

EPA  recognizes  that  providing  high  quality  drinking  water  to  protect  human  health  is  a 
high  priority  for  land  management  agencies.  Implementing  protective  actions  and  land  use 
decisions  can  be  very  effective  in  providing  clean  source  water  to  public  intakes  and  wells.  This 
will  preserve  the  use  of  public  funds  that  would  otherwise  be  spent  to  upgrade  treatment  facilities 
to  remove  contaminants  downstream.  Therefore,  EPA  recommends  that  the  draft  EIS; 

• Identify  all  federally-regulated  source  water  protection  areas  and  state-regulated 
source  water  protection  areas,  if  the  state  agency  maintains  such  a list,  within  or 
downstream  of  the  project  area; 

• Identify  all  activities  that  could  potentially  affect  source  water  areas; 

• Identify  all  potential  contaminants  that  may  result  from  the  proposed  project; 

• Identify  all  measures  that  would  be  taken  to  protect  the  source  water  protection  areas 
in  the  draft  EIS. 

Also,  if  the  project  has  the  potential  to  affect  a source  water  protection  area,  we  recommend  that 
the  draft  EIS  address  the  enclosed  document,  “Steps  to  Take  to  Incorporate  Source  Water 
Protection  into  Your  Plans  and  Projects." 

We  have  also  enclosed  a draft  document.  EPA  Region  10  Source  Water  Protection  Best 
Management  Practices  for  USES,  BLM.  This  document  is  a compendium  of  BMPs  that  were 
collected  from  a host  of  sources  directed  at  protecting  drinking  water.  This  document  is  intended 
to  provide  a broad  list  from  which  to  select  appropriate  BMPs  that  can  be  applied  to  a specific 
plan  or  project.  The  list  is  not  comprehensive  and  additional  BMPs  may  be  appropriate  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  source  water  areas. 
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Scott  Pavey 

Bureau  of  Land  Managcmnit  * ^ 

Cocur  d'Alene  Field  Office  * 

Attn;  R.MP 

1808  N.  Third  Street 

Cocur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 

RE;  Comments  on  BLM  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS 


1 


2 


Dear  Mr.  Pavey, 

The  Cocur  d'Alene  Regional  Office  of  the  DEQ  has  reviewed  the  water  quality  portion  of 
this  draft  plan  and  has  the  following  comments: 

1.  Tabic  3-2  lists  impaired  water  bodies  near  BLM  land.  This  information  was 
obtained  from  our  1998  303(d)  list.  The  table  is  missing  some  pollutants  and  has 
an  incomplete  list  of  impaired  waters  in  some  of  the  watersheds.  However,  we 
arc  happy  to  announce  that  our  2002  303(d)  list  has  been  approved  by  EPA  and 
this  is  the  list  you  should  be  referencing  in  the  Final  EIS.  It  is  available  on  our 
website.  Please  include  those  waters  that  have  total  maximum  daily  loads 
(TMDLs)  developed  as  well  as  those  currently  listed  (sections  4a,  4b.  4c  and  5). 
Also  rccogni/c  that  some  TMDLs  include  much  of  the  watershed  above  the  listed 
segment. 

2.  Section  4.2.3.2  discusses  impacts  of  soil  resource  management  for  each 
alternative  and  potential  effects  on  water  resources.  TIk  Alternative  A discussion 
indicates  that  by  implementation  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  associated 
with  new'  activities  such  as  road  building  and  timber  harvest,  water  quality  would 
be  improved.  This  is  rarely  the  cose  with  new  activities,  however,  it  can  be  true 
for  existing  disturbances.  New  activities  often  add  signilicant  pollutant  loads 
even  when  BMPs  are  utilized.  This  concept  is  particularly  important  to 
understand  when  working  in  impaired  watersheds  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
Idaho  Water  Quality  Standards  (Standards).  It  is  also  im|>ortant  to  realize  that 
everyone's  activities,  whether  noted  or  not  in  the  TMDL,  contnbutc  to  further 
impairment  or  improvement  of  the  watershed. 


Responses 


A3-6:  Source  water  suggestions  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS,  particularly  the  coordina- 
tion with  IDEQ.  B1,M  added  the  BMPs  in  the  draft  list 
from  EPA  to  Appendix  A. 

BLM  uses  the  source  water  database  provided  to  us  by 
IDEQ.  BLM  also  continues  to  notify  and  coordinate 
with  the  public  water  system  operator  for  proposed  ac- 
tivities within  a source  water  areas. 

Specific  potential  contaminants  and  protective  measures 
for  a proposed  activity  will  be  identified  during  project 
level  planning. 


V 


A4-1:  Table  3-2  and  subsequent  analysis  were  revised  ac- 
cording to  this  comment. 


% 

A4-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  This  and  all  comments 
submitted  were  considered  when  BLM  prepared  the 
FEIS. 
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Specifically,  the  Standards  require  that  303(d)  listed  impaired  waters  that  have  a 
high  priority  for  development  of  a total  maximum  daily  load  must  not  have  new 
or  increased  discharges  of  the  causative  pollutants  (IDAPA  58.01 .02.054.04). 
Once  the  TMDL  is  dcveloj>cd  and  approved,  the  activity  will  be  allowed  only  if 
consistent  with  that  TMDL. 


If  you  arc  planning  a pollutant  loading  activity  such  as  road  building  in  a listed  or 
TMDL  watershed,  as  discussed  above,  you  must  reduce  the  load  elsewhere  in  the 
watershed  to  so  it  remains  constant  or  decreases.  Examples  of  load  reducing 
projects  are  road  obliteration,  cattle  cxclosure  fencing,  bank  stabilization  projects, 
reforestation  along  stream  corridors,  etc.  which  can  significantly  reduce  sediment 
and  temperature  pollutants.  Realizing  a net  reduction  in  loading  with  every 
activity  along  with  special  load  reducing  projects  will  gradually  move  the  w'ater 
body  tow  ards  recovery  of  all  beneficial  uses. 


A4-3:  BLM  is  aware  of  special  requirements  within  TMDL 
watersheds,  and  has  designed  BMPs  for  road  building  and 
other  activities  with  these  requirements  in  mind.  BLM 
will  continue  to  work  with  EPA  to  refine  our  BMPs  for 
activities  in  TMDL  watersheds. 


For  further  information  on  the  status  of  a stream  or  questions  about  the  rules 
please  dont  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


June  Bergquist 

Regional  Water  Quality  Compliance  Officer 


cc;  IFG-Mary  Tcrra-Bcms 
EPA  Boise- John  Olson 
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Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 

PANHANDLE  REGION  - y/ 

2885  West  Kathleen  Avenue  . -y' 

Coeur  d'  Alene,  Idaho  838 15  'ff  * 

Mr.  Enc  Thomson  ^ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 
1 808  N.  Third  Street 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814-3407 


Dear  Eric: 


RECEIVED 

APP  1 ij  2006 

BiiflEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


Dirk  Kempthome/Govemor 
Steven  M.  Huffaker/Dircclor 

April  6,  2006 


REFERENCE:  DRAFT  COEUR  d’ALENE  RESOURCE  MANGEMENT 
PLAN  AND  EIS 

Thank  you  for  the  opportimity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  realize  the  importance  of  this  document  and  appreciate  the  effort  that  your  staff  has  invested 
in  its  preparation  and  development.  The  document  is  well  organized  and  straightforward,  which 
facilitated  our  review.  Additionally,  it  is  obvious  that  an  incredible  amount  of  energy  went  into 
the  development  of  the  associated  reference  maps.  Although  we  were  unable  to  review  all  of  the 
maps  due  to  time  constraints,  they  did  provide  effective  images  for  orientation  and  analysis. 

The  following  comments  refer  to  Appendix  D:  CNFish  Strategy  - fNFlSH  Crosswalk. 


A5-1:  BLM  modified  the  CNFISH  RMOs  that  appeared  in 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS  (see  Appendix  D of  the  Proposed 
RMP/EIS).  The  six  INFISH  RMOs  are  included  in 
CNFISH,  though  some  have  been  modified,  and  addi- 
tional RMOs  have  been  added.  BLM  made  these  changes 
to  better  reflect  current  information  and  science. 


Riparian  Management  Objectives  - Forested  and  non-forested  systems. 

o The  CNFish  Strategy  currently  reads  “The  BLM  is  encouraged  to  establish...” 
We  recommend  that  it  read  “The  BLM  will  include  all  6 INFISH  RMOs  in  the 
revised  RMP  and  other  RMOs  (e.g.,  substrate)  may  be  added.” 

RHCAs/RCA 

o These  acronyms  are  not  in  the  list  of  acronyms. 

RF2-C 

o We  would  like  to  review  the  Transportation/Travel  Management  Plan  as  it 
becomes  available. 

KF-3C 

o Remove  the  comma  after  obliterating. 

K0*ptng  Idahn'i  HVdllfr  Herluigf 
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nym  list  has  been  updated  accordingly. 

A5-3:  We  intend  to  keep  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  fully  engaged  with  travel  and  transportation 
implementation  planning. 

A5-4:  CNFISH  has  been  revised  to  accommodate  this  re- 
quest. 
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6 
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RF-4 

o We  recommend  that  the  CNFish  measure  read  the  same  as  INFISH  except  replace 
retard  with  delay  or  prevent  in  line  1 1 . 

GM-1 

o We  recommend  that  range  project  plans,  allotment  management  plans,  and  annual 
plans  of  operation  incorporate  measures  to  protect  waterways  and  riparian 
vegetation  (e  g.,  fencing)  from  grazing  livestock. 


GM-2,  RM-1,  LH-2,  FW-2 

o Replace  retard  with  delay. 

FM-2 

o Change  the  last  sentence  to,  “Use  an  interdisciplinary  team,  including  a fisheries 
biologist,  during  pre-suppression  planning  to  predetermine  incident  base  and 
helibase  locations. 


9 


. FM-5 

o We  are  uncertain  why  this  conservation  measure  was  deleted.  Depending  on  the 
intensity  and  location  of  the  bum  area,  it  may  be  critical  to  develop  a 
rehabilitation  treatment  plan  to  inhibit  water  temperature  increases  and  excess 
sediment  from  being  delivered  to  important  streams  and  RCAs. 


10 


LH-3 

o We  recommend  that  the  CNFish  measure  read  the  same  as  INFISH  except  replace 
retard  with  delay  or  prevent  in  line  8. 


The  following  comments  (in  italics)  refer  to  Appendix  I:  Recommendations  for  Coordinating 
Land  Management  Activities  with  Elk  Habitat  Preferences.  Although  the  guidelines  {The 
Guidelines  for  Evaluating  and  Managing  Summer  Elk  Habitat  in  Northern  Idaho  (Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1984))  in  this  appendix  are  dated,  they  are  still  applicable. 

Timber  Harvest  Recommendations 

1.  Any  silvicultural  method  that  changes  the  vegetation  so  that  it  no  longer  meets  the 
definition  of  cover  should  be  confined  to  an  area  with  a maximum  width  of  1,000  feet 
and  should  be  bordered  on  all  sides  by  cover  not  less  than  800  ft.  width.  No  changes. 

2.  Clearcutting  is  usually  preferred  over  other  types  of  timber  harvest  techniques  because 
it  provides  better  forage  and  reduces  the  amount  of  future  harvest  activity  in  the  area. 

This  recommendation  is  acceptable  as  long  as  recommendation  1 is  followed. 

3.  Maintain  slash  depth  at  less  than  1.5  feet  in  order  to  minimize  impact  on  elk 
movements,  distribution  and  habitat  use.  No  changes. 

4.  In  appropriate  habitat  types,  broadcast  bum  logging  slash  in  the  fall  to  get  maximum 
elk  forage  protection.  Agreed. 

AS  (Cont.) 

•Mr.  Eric  Thomson  - Page  3 
April  6,  2006 

5.  Plan  timber  sales  so  maximum  duration  of  disturbance  in  any  one  area  is  two  years  in 
succession.  This  can  be  accomplished  with  smaller  sales,  or  scheduling  larger  sales  by 
compartment  in  a certain  sequence  through  contract  stipulations.  This  would  eliminate 
random  logging  over  the  entire  sale  area.  No  changes, 

6.  Refrain  from  logging  areas  when  elk  would  normally  be  using  them,  if  feasible.  For 
example,  do  not  log  important  summer  habitat  during  that  season  especially  if  a viable 
option  is  to  log  during  the  winter.  No  changes. 

7.  If  summer  logging  is  planned  on  elk  summer  range,  provide  adjacent  security  areas  at 
least  as  large  as  the  area  being  disturbed  for  the  animals  to  move  to  during  periods  of 
timber  harvest  and/or  road  building  activity.  Try  to  provide  a ridge  line  between  the 
disturbed  area  and  security  area.  It  is  preferable  to  have  several  adjacent  security  areas 
available.  No  changes. 

Road  Recommendations 

8.  When  major  elk  trails  are  bisected  by  roads,  crossings  should  be  provided  across  cut 
and  fill  slopes  so  they  do  not  exceed  natural  gradients.  This  is  especially  necessary  when 
cut  slopes  are  over  8 ft.  high  and/or  have  a greater  than  to  1 slope.  No  changes. 

9.  Vegetation  removal  along  road  sides  should  not  extend  any  further  from  road  edge 
than  necessary  for  logging  activities.  No  changes. 

10.  Slash  depths  adjacent  to  roads  in  cleared  rights-of-ways  should  not  exceed  1.5  feet  in 
depth.  In  areas  where  this  level  of  slash  disposal  is  impractical,  openings  16  feet  wide 
thru  the  slash  at  200  foot  intervals  are  recommended,  especially  on  ridges  and  trail 
crossings.  Agreed. 

11.  Maintain  a minimum  300  foot  buffer  strip  between  open  forest  roads  and  openings 
which  serve  as  feeding  areas.  Agreed. 

12.  Roads  that  are  to  remain  open  should  avoid  saddles,  meadows,  riparian  areas,  and 
ridge  tops  as  these  are  usually  major  elk  use  areas.  Although  a good  suggestion,  at  times 
this  may  he  difficult  to  adhere  to:  therefore,  the  guidelines  for  buffers  and  security  areas 
should  be  enforced. 

13.  Design  roads  so  they  can  be  easily  and  effectively  closed  (either  permanently  or 
temporarily)  at  a low  cost.  Permanent  closures  are  the  most  effective  protection  for  elk: 
however,  closing  historical  roads  is  very  controversial.  New  road  construction  should  be 
temporary  in  nature  and  permanently  closed/re-contoured  when  work  is  completed  unless 
the  new  road  is  part  of  an  extensive  access  management  plan. 

14.  Install  gales  at  onset  of  road  building  activity  when  the  objective  is  to  prevent  human 
use  patterns  from  becoming  established.  These  gates  should  be  closed  and  locked  during 
any  period  of  logging  inactivity  exceeding  24  hours.  Agreed. 


A5-5:  CNFISH  has  been  revised  to  accfimmttdate  this  re- 
quest. 

A5-6:  This  conservadon  measure  already  states  that  range 
project  plans,  allotment  management  plans,  and  annual 
plans  of  operadon  would  be  developed  revised  and  main- 
tained to  achieve  RMOs.  The  RMOs  include  objeedves 
for  water  temperature,  water  quality  and  riparian  vegeta- 
don,  so  we  would  be  proteedng  waterways  and  riparian 
vegetadon.  The  conservadon  measure  does  not  preclude 
the  use  of  fencing  to  achieve  the  RMOs. 

A5-7:  CNFISH  has  been  revised  to  accommodate  this  re- 
quest. 

A5-8:  CNFISH  has  been  revised  to  accommodate  this  re- 
quest. 


A5-9;  BLM  has  added  this  conservadon  measure  to 
CNFISH. 


A5-10:  CNFISH  has  been  revised  to  accommodate  this 
request. 


% 


A5-1 1 : BLM  will  adhere  to  guidelines  for  buffers  and  secu- 
rity areas  per  recommendadon  #18. 

A5-12:  This  guideline  has  been  modified.  See  Appendix  1. 
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15.  Inform  the  public  by  all  types  of  news  media,  including  signs  on  gates,  about  reasons 
for  and  dates  of  road  closures.  Agreed 

16.  Replace  gates  with  permanent  barriers  after  logging  activity  where  maximum  elk 
security  and  habitat  use  is  desired.  Although  we  appreciate  permanent  harriers, 
recontouring  is  the  most  effective  way  to  protect  elk  habitat. 

17.  Revegetate  the  driving  surface  as  well  as  cut  and  fill  slopes  on  permanently  closed 
roads.  Agreed. 


14 


18.  Maintain  buffer  strips  (that  will  qualify  as  hiding  cover  if  possible)  along  roads  left 
open  during  the  normal  elk  use  period.  These  buffers  should  be  at  least  two  sight 
distances  wide  when  separating  the  road  form  an  opening.  Agreed.  You  should  define 
"site  distance"  though.  For  secure  migration  corridors  we  generally  recommend 
retaining  enough  cover  to  hide  to  hide  90%  of  an  elk  at  200 feet. 


Protecting  Special  Habitat  Components 


19.  Consult  a wildlife  biologist  about  the  occurrence  and/or  importance  of  special  habitat 
components  on  a case  by  case  basis.  Agreed. 


15 1 


20.  Maintain  the  value  of  licks  and  wallows  by  buffering  from  disturbance  for  at  least  two 
site  distances.  See  comment  U18 


16 
17 1 


21.  Do  not  permit  activities  such  as  timber  harvest,  livestock  grazing,  or  road  building  on 
established  calving  and  rearing  areas  during  the  period  of  May  1 through  July  15.  Will 
established  calving  and  rearing  areas  be  determined  on  a annual  basis? 

22.  Protect  known  major  elk  travel  routes  with  buffer  strips  on  either  side  for  at  least  two 
site  distances.  See  comment  U18 


A5-13;  This  guideline  has  been  modified.  See  Appendix  I. 


A5-14:  Change  made  as  requested.  Defmidon  comes  from 
Thomas  et.  al.  (1979:  p.  109). 


A5-15:  Change  made  as  requested.  Two  site  distances  equal 
400  feet. 

A5-16:  Currendy,  IDFG  has  not  idendfied  any  calving  and 
rearing  areas  on  BLM-administered  lands.  The  BLM  will 
continue  to  consult  with  IDFG  to  idendfy  new  areas. 

A5-17:  Change  made  as  requested.  Two  site  distances  equal 
400  feet. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  We  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  Final  draft  when 
it  becomes  available. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  E.  “Chip  Corsi 
Regional  Supervisor 

CEC:MTB;kh 

C:  Tracey  Trent,  NRPB  Boise 


File:  BLM  . RMP 
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BLM  Coeur  d’  Alene  Field  Office 
ATTN:  RMP 
1808  N Third  Street 
Coeur  d'  Alene,  ID  83814 


1 

2 


As  President  of  Back  Country  ATV  Association  of  Coeur  d*  Alene,  I represent  over 
250  active  members  and  32  Associated  Business  Members. 

Back  Country  ATV  Association  is  an  organization  dedicated  to  keeping  our  public 
lands  open.  By  working  with  state,  federal,  and  private  organizations  we  can  secure  long- 
term usage  which  benefits  all  trail  users.  We  actively  oppose  any  laws  and  regulations  that 
are  determined  to  be  detrimental  to  the  best  interest  of  our  members.  We  look  for  ways  to 
support  other  ATV  clubs  that  shares  mutual  goals  and  objectives,  hence  expanding  our  ATV 
community.  We  also  take  environmental  concerns  seriously.  We  assist  in  trail  clearing 
efforts,  having  our  volunteer  labor  augment  the  primary  agency  resources.  Back  Country 
ATV  believes  public  lands  should  be  left  in  the  same  condition  or  better  upon  completion  of 
our  organized  rides. 

We  want  to  acknowledge  the  BLM  and  all  the  Clubs  and  Associations  that  have  been 
working  on  the  RMP  Planning  Process  for  the  past  2 years.  We  commend  you  on  the  hard 
work  and  the  resulting  Documents  are  proof  of  this.  It  is  a very  important  milestone  you 
have  all  reached  and  is  a compliment  to  the  existing  Federal  Land  Policy  Act  of  1976.  This 
is  proof  that  the  work  that  has  gone  into  this  planning  process  will  survive  for  the  next  20 
years. 

Upon  review  by  our  membership  leaders,  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  and  in  keeping 
within  the  function  of  our  club  to  interface  with  local,  state  and  federal  governmental 
organizations,  to  help  us  assure  equal  rights  in  the  National  Forest,  we  endorse  the 
Alternative  D the  (Preferred  Alternative)  as  presented.  We  also  feel  that  it  represents  the 
best  mix  and  variety  of  management  actions,  to  resolve  the  planning  issues,  and  to  achieve  a 
balance  between  all  the  user  groups  involved.  We  are  grossly  opposed  to  the  BLM  taking  no 
action  as  in  Alternative  A,  as  it  will  be  too  prohibitive,  when  it  comes  time  for 
implementing  management  measures  needed  to  address  our  concerns,  related  to  the  growing 
recreational  uses  we  enjoy,  and  the  adverse  impact  on  the  local  economies  of  our  area.  We 
acknowledge  some  of  the  constraints  this  alternative  impacts,  but  concede  to  the  fact  that 
we  must  be  flexible  in  the  decision  making  in  order  to  continue  to  use  our  public  lands. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  publicly  comment  on  this  document. 

RECEIVED 

Richard  L Laaffert 

President  FEB  1 7 2006 

Backcountry  ATV  Association,  Inc. 

BU«£AU  of  UNO  MANAGEMENT 

COEUB  D'ALENE  ID  83814 
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Coeur  d'Alene  Audubon 
P.O.  Box  361 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83816 


Scott  Pavey  March  20,  2006 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 

1808  N.  Third  Street 

Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814-3407 

Dear  Mr.  Pavey: 

The  following  comments  concern  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 

Preferred  Alternative: 

We  support  Alternative  C as  described  in  the  DEIS.  This  Alternative  would  provide  the  highest  level  of 
environmental  protection  for  wildlife  habitat,  fisheries,  and  water  quality  in  the  planning  area.  Alternative  C 
would  also  create  19  new  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and  all  eligible  stream  segments  would  be 
found  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

Concerning  the  proposed  closure  of  149  acres  in  the  planning  area  with  Alternative  C as  shown  on  page  ES-4, 
the  Final  EIS  should  supply  high  quality  information  that  will  indicate  whether  this  Alternative  would  continue 
to  allow  access  to  areas  that  have  identified  hazardous  materials.  It  appears  this  Alternative  would  allow  for 
access  to  320  acres  that  include  hazardous  materials,  in  contrast  to  Alternative  D that  would  close  a total  of  469 
acres. 

Old  Growth  Issues: 

The  vegetation  analysis  in  Volume  I of  the  DEIS  did  not  include  any  old  growth  data  or  maps  that  indicate 
current  old  growth  stands  in  the  plaiming  area.  The  discussion  on  page  4-11  of  the  DEIS  concerns  incomplete 
or  unavailable  information.  The  following  sentence  is  found  on  page  4-1 1 . “No  incomplete  or  unavailable 
information  was  deemed  essential  to  a reasoned  choice  among  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  EIS.”  Appendix 
C in  Volume  II  consists  of  US  Forest  Service  Old  Growth  Definitions,  but  no  data  or  maps. 

The  Final  EIS  needs  to  indicate  whether  accurate  BLM  old  growth  information  exists  for  the  planning  area.  If 
accurate  old  growth  information  is  unavailable,  what  information  was  used  when  analyzing  potential  impacts  to 
old  growth  stands  with  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D? 

We  wi.sh  to  remain  on  the  mailing  list  for  this  project.  Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments. 


CocMi  d'Alerte  Audubem 


RECEIVED 

MAR  3 0 2006 

BUREAU  Of  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  63614 


01-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


01-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


02-1:  The  range  of  planning  issues  identified  during  the 
pubUc  scoping  period  indicated  that  while  resource  con- 
servation is  a goal  that  the  public  expects  of  BLM  when 
managing  their  resources,  many  constituents  see  BLM 
lands  as  a source  of  renewable  or  non-renewable  com- 
modities or  as  a location  to  practice  recreational  practices 
that  may  not  be  promoted  under  the  Conservation  Alter- 
native (Alternative  C).  To  accommodate  those  needs 
while  still  providing  a structured  framework  to  conserve 
and  protect  natural  and  cultural  resources,  BLM  devel- 
oped Alternative  D as  a compromise.  More  specifics 
about  the  process  of  choosing  the  preferred  alternative 
are  given  in  Section  2.3.1  of  the  DRMP/EIS. 

02-2:  Under  Alternatives  B,  C and  D areas  with  hazardous 
materials  would  be  protected  by  the  Limited  Travel  Area 
designation  that  restricts  motorized  vehicles  to  the 
designated  roads  near  or  through  the  sites.  In  addition. 
Alternative  D would  close  aU  sites  with  significant  known 
hazardous  materials  (149  acres)  to  motorized  travel.  This 
was  proposed  in  part  to  incur  the  need  for  BLM  approval 
of  mining  plans  as  required  by  43  CRT  3809.11,  and  as 
alternative  to  making  the  major  sites  ACEC  areas  (see 
Appendix  G). 

02-3:  Vegetation  treatments  in  the  vicinity  of  old  growth 
stands  would  follow  direction  in  the  Vegetation  - Forests 
and  Woodlands  Action  VF-Bl.2.6,  VI'-C1.2.6,  or  VF 
Dl.2.7.  Location  data  on  old  growth  stands  is  not  neces- 
sary to  determine  the  affects  of  these  actions. 
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CAPITAL  TRAIL  VEHICLE  ASSOCIATION  (CTVA) 

P.O.  Box  5295 
Helena,  MT  59604-5295 


October  21,  2005 

BLM  Cocur  d'Alene  Field  Office  ATTN:  RMP 
1 808  North  Third  Street 
Coeur  d'Alene.  ID  83814-3407 
ID  CPA  RMPtiilblm.ttov 

Re:  Comments  on  the  draft  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Sir/Madam: 

We  have  assembled  the  following  information  and  issues  from  our  members  and  other  motorized 
recreationists  for  the  project  record.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  our  comments  for  the 
draft  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan.  We  enjoy  riding  our  OHVs  on  primitive  trails  and 
roads  on  lands  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  these  provide  a significant  source 
of  these  OHV  recreational  opportunities.  We  feel  strongly  about  OHV  recreation  because  of  the 
following: 

Enjoyment  and  Rewards  of  OHV  Recreation 

• Opportunity  for  a recreational  experience  for  all  types  of  people. 

• Opportunity  to  strengthen  family  relationships. 

• Opportunity  to  experience  and  respect  the  natural  environment. 

• Opportunity  to  participate  in  a healthy  and  enjoyable  sport. 

• Opportunity  to  experience  a variety  of  opportunities  and  challenges. 

Acknow  ledged  Re.sponsibilities  of  Motorized  Visitors 

• Responsibility  to  respect  and  preserve  the  natural  environment.  We  are  practical 
environmentalists  who  believe  in  a reasonable  balance  between  the  protection  of  the  natural 
environment  and  the  human  environment. 

• Responsibility  to  respect  all  visitors. 

• Responsibility  to  use  vehicles  in  a proper  manner  and  in  designated  places. 

• Responsibility  to  work  with  land,  resource,  and  recreation  managers.  We  are  committed  to 
resolving  issues  through  problem  solving  and  not  closures. 

• Responsibility  to  educate  the  public  on  the  responsible  use  of  motorized  vehicles  on  public 
lands. 

We  feel  that  we  are  also  representative  of  the  needs  of  the  majority  of  other  public  land  visitors  who 
may  recreate  and  not  be  organized  with  a collective  voice  to  comment  on  their  needs  during  the 
public  input  process.  These  independent  multiple-use  recreationists  include  visitors  who  use 
motorized  routes  for  weekend  drives,  mountain  biking,  sightseeing,  exploring,  picnicking,  hiking, 

li/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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rock  climbing,  skiing,  camping,  hunting,  RVs,  shooting  targets,  fishing,  viewing  wildlife, 
snowmobiling,  accessing  patented  mining  claims,  and  collecting  firewood,  natural  foods,  rocks,  etc. 
Mountain  bikers  seem  to  prefer  OHV  trails  because  we  clear  and  maintain  them  and  they  have  a 
desirable  surface  for  biking.  Multiple-use  visitors  also  include  physically  challenged  visitors  who 
must  use  wheeled  vehicles  to  visit  public  lands.  All  of  these  multiple-use  visitors  use  roads  and 
motorized  trails  for  their  recreational  purposes  and  the  decision  must  take  into  account  motorized 
designations  serve  many  recreation  activities,  not  just  recreational  trail  riding. 

Many  federal  actions  have  led  to  the  continual  closure  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities  and 
access  and  at  the  same  time  the  number  of  OHV  recreationists  has  grown  to  50  million.  The 
motorized  closure  trend  has  created  significant  cumulative  effects  and  has  reached  the  point  where  it 
is  causing  severe  public  distress.  Reasonable  alternatives  to  motorized  closures  must  be  pursued. 

The  continual  loss  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities  is  our  primary  concern.  We  would  ask 
that  this  project  address  the  attached  checklist  of  issues  and  incorporate  the  goals  and  needs 
identified.  Using  this  checklist  would  help  identify  and  address  concerns  and,  hopefully,  the  needs 
of  the  public  would  be  adequately  met  by  implementing  a reasonable  multiple-use  alternative. 

Basically  in  order  to  address  our  concerns  the  project  evaluation  must  address: 

1 . The  majority  of  visitors  to  the  project  area  do  so  to  enjoy  multiple-use  opportunities 
including  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  opportunities. 

2.  Why  are  motorized  recrealionists  the  only  ones  to  lose  ground  in  every  action? 

3.  Where  does  the  public  go  to  replace  the  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  that  will 
be  closed? 

4.  What  is  the  cumulative  effect  on  the  public  of  this  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreational  closure  combined  with  all  other  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation 
closures  in  the  state? 

5.  The  development  of  a plan  to  mitigate  the  significant  impacts  on  the  public  from  the  loss  of 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  from  the  proposed  action  and  the 
combined  cumulative  effect  of  all  other  actions  in  the  state. 

6.  There  are  no  comp>elling  reasons  to  close  as  many  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  as  proposed.  It  is  simply  contrary  to  the  public  need  in  the  area  and 
the  way  that  the  public  uses  the  area. 

7.  There  are  compelling  reasons  to  maintain  and  enhance  the  existing  level  of  motorized  access 
and  motorized  recreation  in  the  project  area. 

The  BLM  lands  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  project  areas  with  their  current 
level  of  motorized  access  and  recreation  is  where  we  go  to  enjoy  motorized  recreation.  The  project 
area  and  motorized  recreation  is  where  we  go  and  what  we  do  to  create  those  memories  of  fun  times 
with  family  and  friends.  Management  of  these  lands  for  multiple-uses  including  reasonable 
motorized  use  allows  the  greatest  enjoyment  of  these  lands  by  the  widest  cross-section  of  the  public 
to  continue.  These  lands  are  designated  as  multiple-use  lands  and  we  ask  that  management  for 
multiple-use  continue. 

Our  a)mmcnts  document  that  the  management  trend  of  motorized  closures  is  not  responsible  to  the 
public’s  needs  for  motorized  access  and  recreation  and  is  contrary  to  the  multiple-use  management 

U/e  ere  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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direcii\  es  spccitied  by  congress.  The  agency  can  no  longer  ignore  that  motorized  access  and 
recreation  arc  the  largest  (over  50  million)  and  fastest  growing  group  of  visitors.  The  agency  can  no 
longer  igiH>re  the  needs  of  motorized  recreationists  and  act  irresponsibly  by  continuing  to  close  a 
large  percentage  of  existing  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities.  I'he  agency  can  no 
longer  ignore  the  significaiit  cumulative  effect  that  all  of  the  motorized  closures  over  the  past  30 
N-ears  have  had  on  motorized  recreationists. 

There  is  nothing  radically  wrong  with  the  existing  condition  except  that  it  does  not  meet  all  of  the 
needs  of  motorized  recrcationists  and  does  not  adequately  address  the  growing  needs  of  motorized 
recreationists.  These  are  the  supreme  issues  that  this  action  must  address.  The  current  evaluation  and 
proposal  must  adequately  address  these  two  issues.  The  current  proposal  does  not  accomplish  what 
should  be  the  supreme  goals  of  this  action  and  that  is  to  meet  the  needs  of  motorized  recreationists 
bt>th  today  and  tomorrow.  We  respectfully  request  that  the  evaluation  and  proposal  be  re-directed  to 
adequately  address  these  issues  and  goals. 

Motorized  recreationists  have  become  the  new  conservationists'.  We  are  ready  and  committed  to 
working  with  the  BLM  to  preserve  and  enhance  motorized  trails  for  all  recrcationists  through 
responsible  environmental  protection.  We  respectfully  ask  that  the  selected  action  for  the  Coeur 
d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  be  structured  to  produce  this  end  result  by  addressing  and 
implementing  the  comments  provided.  We  respectfully  ask  that  all  of  our  comments  and 
information  be  used  to  justify  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  in  the 
project  area  and  to  counter  any  opposition  to  those  opportunities. 

Sincerely, 


Action  Committee 

Capital  Trail  Vehicle  Association  (CTVA)^ 

P.O.  Box  5295 
Helena,  MT  59604-5295 

Contacts: 

Don  Gordon  at  (406)  458-9577  DGordon3 1 5@aol.com 
Bob  Mullenix  at  (406)  449-2470  mllnxbi@,cs.com 

Ken  Saio  at  (406)  443-5559  ksalo245fa)jnsn.com 

George  Wirt  at  (406)  443-7923  gwirt@bresnan.net 

Attachments:  Checklist  of  Issues  Affecting  Motorized  Recreation 

CC:  Russ  Ehnes,  President  MTVRA 

Mona  Ehnes,  President  GFTBRA 


* Rothman,  Hal.  New  West  Front  Page,  January  15, 2006.  httD:/7www.newwest.net1ndex.DhD/mairi/article/S3 1 8/ 

* CTVA  is  also  a member  of  Montana  Trail  Vehicle  Riders  Association  (MTVRA)  and  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition  (BRC). 
Individual  memberships  in  the  American  Motorcycle  Association  (AMA),  Western  Environmental  Trade  Association 
(WETA),  United  Four  Wheel  Drive  Association  (UFWDA)  and  Montana  Multiple  Use  Association  (MMUA) 
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Checklist  of  Issues  That  Affect  Motorized  Recreation 

May  4,  2006 


INTRODUCTION 

NEPA  and  CEQ  guidance  require  that  the  proposed  action  be  issue-driven.  Additionally, 
many  past  actions  have  enacted  wholesale  motorized  closures.  The  cumulative  effect  has 
become  significant  and  this  trend  is  no  longer  acceptable.  Therefore,  meeting  the 
unanswered  needs  and  fhistrations  of  over  50  million  motorized  recreationists  is  the  most 
significant  issue  at  hand  for  this  proposed  action. 

This  action  and  others  to  follow  should  address  the  issues  and  needs  of  the  public  by; 

(1)  Preserving  all  reasonable  existing  motorized  recreational  opportunities, 

(2)  Enhancing  existing  and  developing  new  motorized  opportunities  to  address  the  growing 
needs  of  the  public  for  motorized  recreational  opportunities,  and 

(3)  Implementing  mitigation  plans  to  compensate  for  excessive  amount  of  past  motorized 
closures. 

The  following  is  a checklist  of  issues  that  affect  motorized  recreationists  and  define  the 
current  management  situation.  This  checklist  is  provided  with  the  request  that  it  be  used  to 
develop,  select,  and  defend  a reasonable  multiple-use  alternative.  For  every  issue  presented, 
there  is  a positive  action  that  could  be  taken  that  would  address  the  issue.  Many  solutions  are 
obvious.  For  those  problems  that  have  less  obvious  solutions,  motorized  recreationists  would 
work  collaboratively  with  the  agency  to  develop  innovative  solutions.  We  are  committed  to 
working  towards  that  end  and  provide  this  checklist  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation. 

Checklist  of  Issues: 


1 


Note: 

Plea.se  note  that  many  of  our  comments  include  discussion  of  adjacent  national  forests  lands  in  the 
Coeur  d’Alene  area.  Public  use  of  the  project  area  is  closely  tied  to  the  management  of  national 
forest  lands  and  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  must  include  an  adequate  evaluation  and 
consideration  of  the  management  of  the  adjoining  national  forest  lands  and  the  needs  of  the  public 
for  motorized  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands. 


2 


Issue: 

The  typical  use  of  public  lands  and  the  typical  needs  of  the  public  in  our  region  are  described  on 
Table  2-7  in  the  Social  Assessment  of  the  Beaverhead-Deerlodge  National  Forest  dated  October 
2002  fhttD://www.fs.fed.us/rl/b- 

dyforesl  olan/revision/reports  documents/social/Forest%20Social%20Assessment%20Masterfinal% 
20.pdf ).  This  document  reported  that  the  total  number  of  forest  visitors  in  Forest  Service  Region  1 
for  year  2000  was  13,200,000,  The  total  number  of  wilderness  visits  was  estimated  at  337,000  or 
2.55%  Therefore,  millions  of  visitors  to  public  lands  (nearly  all  at  97.45%)  benefit  from 


* li  » revealing  (hat  (hi,  report  choae  to  present  and  emphasize  wilderness  visits  which  were  the  minority  statistic  at 
2 55%  and  igrKprc  (he  fact  (hat  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  visitors  (97.45V,)  are  multiple-use  and.  therefore,  the 


(p!?  are  a locally  supported  association  tupose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  ressxmslbie  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Pafte  4 of  WV 


03-1:  Initial  steps  in  the  planning  process  for  this  RMP 
included  coordinadon  of  various  issues  with  adjacent 
national  forests. 


03-2:  Please  see  response  03-45. 
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munagemcnl  for  muitiplc-use  and  benefit  from  motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreational 
opportunities  which  are  consistent  with  our  observations  of  visitors  enjoying  motorized  access  and 
mechanized  recreation  on  public  lands. 

An  important  note,  agency  planning  statT  has  overlooked  one  important  aspect  of  the  visitor  use 
data.  I'hc  visitor  use  data  cited  above  is  based  on  a percent  of  the  total  population.  However,  the 
percent  of  the  total  population  visiting  our  public  lands  is  a fraction  of  the  total  population.  Public 
lands  should  be  managed  for  those  people  that  actually  visit  them.  We  request  that  this  adjustment 
be  made  in  this  evaluation. 

The  total  number  of  individuals  that  visit  our  national  forests  is  about  56  million  (personal 
communication  Don  English,  National  Visitors  Use  Monitoring  Program,  Forest  Service,  November 
29,  2005).  Our  total  U.S.  population  is  about  286  million  (2000  Census  Data).  Therefore,  only  about 
20%  of  the  total  U.S.  population  visits  our  national  forests. 

Forest  Service  Chief  Dale  Bosworth  recognized  the  true  popularity  and  magnitude  of  motorized 
recreation  in  his  January  16,  2004  speech  which  stated  “Off-highway  vehicles,  or  OHVs,  are  a great 
way  to  experience  the  outdoors.  But  the  number  of  OH  V users  has  just  gotten  huge.  It  grew  from 
about  5 million  in  1972  to  almost  36  million  in  2000.”  We  agree  with  the  Forest  Chief  that  36 
million  is  a significant  number  of  recreationists.  Additionally,  the  USDA  Southern  Research  Station 
has  recently  validated  the  growing  popularity  of  OHV  recreation  in  their  Recreation  Statistics 
Update  Report  No.  3 dated  October  2004  (http srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/RecStatUpdate3.Ddf). 
This  document  reports  that  the  total  number  of  OHV  users  has  grown  to  49.6  million  by  the  fall 
2003/spring  2004.  Based  on  the  2000  estimates  OHV  and  motorized  recreationists  are  about  64% 
of  the  population  that  actually  visits  the  forest  (36  million  / 56  million). 

This  is  further  substantiated  on  page  9 of  a report  prepared  by  National  Survey  on  Recreation  and 
the  Environment  (NSRE  2000)  titled  Outdoor  Recreation  Participation  in  the  United  States 
(http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/Nsre/summarv  1 .pdf ) which  asks  the  question  “During  the  past 
12  months.  Did  you  go  sightseeing,  driving  for  pleasure  or  driving  ATVs  or  motorcycles?”  The 
percent  responding  “Yes”  was  63.1%  and  the  total  number  in  millions  was  estimated  at  130.8 
million. 

Additionally,  the  Southern  Research  Station  in  their  report  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Recreation  in  the 
United  States,  Regions  and  States 

(htip://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV  final  report.pdf)  determined  that  of  the  total 
U.S.  population  27.3%  participated  in  OHV  recreation  and  that  out  of  the  total  population  in  Idaho 
33.5%  participated  in  OHV  recreation.  The  percentage  of  Idahoans  that  actually  visit  our  public 
lands  is  higher  than  the  national  average  and  is  estimated  at  Vi  of  the  total  state  population.  Based  on 
this  estimate,  about  67%  (33.5%  x 2)  of  the  actual  visitors  to  Idaho  public  lands  participate  in  OHV 
recreation. 

These  surveys  and  data  demonstrates  the  significant  popularity  of  motorized  and  OHV  recreation 
and  the  tremendous  public  support  and  need  for  motorized  and  OHV  recreational  opportunities.  We 


2 


greatest  need  is  for  multiple-use  recreational  opportunities.  TTiis  is  an  example  of  a predisposition  in  the  presentation  of 
the  facts  that  has  crept  into  the  entire  process. 

U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  ujdose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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maintain  that  motorized  recreationists  are  the  main  group  of  visitors  out  of  the  total  population  of 
visitors  to  the  national  forest  visiting  the  forest  5 or  more  days  per  year.  The  needs  and  support  of 
motorized  recreationists  must  be  adequately  addressed  in  this  planning  effort  by  preserving  all 
reasonable  existing  motorized  recreational  opportunities.  This  planning  effort  must  also  adequately 
address  the  increasing  popularity  by  creating  new  motorized  recreational  opportunities. 


Issue; 

Access  to  and  use  of  public  land  should  be  the  highest  of  priorities  for  multiple-use  lands.  However, 
current  decision-making  is  out  of  touch  with  these  priorities.  The  minority  interests  (non-motorized 
recreationists)  are  recipients  of  new  recreational  opportunities  with  each  decision  while  the  majority 
interests  (motorized  recreationists)  lose  opportunities  with  each  decision. 

The  evaluation  and  decision-making  must  take  into  account  that  the  total  area  of  designated 
wilderness  and  non-motorized  areas  in  Idaho  versus  the  total  area  truly  open  to  motorized 
recreationists.  Every  multiple-use  acre  must  remain  available  for  multiple-uses  in  order  to  meet  the 
needs  of  over  90%  of  the  public  who  visit  public  lands  in  Idaho  for  multiple-uses.  Every  reasonable 
multiple-use  acre  must  remain  available  for  multiple-uses  in  order  to  maintain  a reasonable  balance 
of  opportunities.  The  proposed  plan  does  not  meet  the  basic  needs  of  the  public  for  multiple-use 
opportunities,  a proper  allocation  of  multiple-use  recreation  opportunities  and  the  laws  requiring 
multiple-use  management  of  these  lands.  These  are  serious  and  significant  deficiencies  surrounding 
the  proposed  plan  and  we  ask  that  adequate  corrective  action  (a  revised  alternative  analysis  and 
plan)  be  taken  quickly  to  address  these  issues. 
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Issue: 

Additionally  the  decision  must  consider  that  non-motorized  recreationists  have  the  opportunity  to  go 
not  only  to  designated  wilderness  areas  but  anywhere  while  the  opportunities  for  motorized 
recreationists  are  limited  to  designated  routes  in  a small  portion  of  multiple-use  areas. 


Issue: 

The  current  allotment  of  recreation  resources  on  all  Forest  Service  lands  is  way  out  of  balance  with 
44,919,000  acres  out  of  192,300,000  acres  or  24%  In  wilderness  designation  while  no  more  than 
2.55%  of  the  visitors  are  wilderness  visitors.  The  same  comparison  for  BLM  managed  lands  should 
be  disclosed  and  adequately  considered  in  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan. 

If  Roadless  acres  are  included  in  the  Forest  Service  total,  it  becomes  even  more  unbalanced  with  at 
total  of  103,437,000  acres  or  54%  in  wilderness  or  roadless  designation  while  only  2.55%  of  the 
visitors  are  wildeme.ss  visitors. 
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Issue: 

Additionally,  specific  NVUM  data  for  the  Idaho  Panhandle  area  which  arc  represented  by  the 
Kootenai  NF  shows  that  there  were  1,489,000  total  site  visits  to  the  forest  and  only  19,000 
wilderness  visits  fhltp://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/Droorams/nvum/revised  vis  est.pdf ).  Therefore, 
wilderness  visits  in  the  Idaho  Panhandle  area  are  only  about  1 .28%  of  the  total  visits.  The  proposed 
Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  must  provide  a proportionately  large  and  an  increased 
number  of  recreation  opportunities  for  multiple-use  and  motorized  visitors  and  a les.ser  number  for 
non-motorized  users. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  wnose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  arid  education. 
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03-3:  BLM  has  presented  a reasonable  and  viable  range  of 
alternadves.  The  preferred  alternadve  makes  ever)'  at- 
tempt to  provide  a balance  between  the  needs  of  various 
user  groups,  including  OHV  users.  Managing  for  muldple 
uses  includes  taking  into  account  the  needs  of  a large 
variety  of  recreadonal  users,  wildlife  needs,  water,  soil, 
and  vegetadon  quality,  and  commercial  needs. 

The  issue  you  described  is  the  number  one  planning  issue 
idendfied  for  this  RMP.  The  change  in  total  area  available 
for  motorized  use  (i.e.  not  designated  as  closed)  ranges 
from  96,608  acres  (99.8%  of  the  BLM-managed  land  in 
the  planning  area)  under  current  management,  to  96,139 
acres  (99.3%  of  BLM-managed  land)  under  the  Preferred 
Alternadve.  Thus  land  where  motorized  recreadon  is 
allowed  is  only  reduced  by  0.5%  in  the  Preferred  Alterna- 
dve. All  of  the  added  closed  areas  are  either  ACECs,  or 
sites  where  mine  tailings  would  present  a health  hazard  to 
users.  No  areas  where  motorized  recreadon  is  currendy 
allowed  were  closed  under  any  alternadve  to  allow  for 
non-motorized  recreadon. 

The  FLPMA  definidon  for  muldple  use  includes  “the  use 
of  some  land  for  less  than  all  of  the  resources.”  Thus 
every  acre  does  not  need  to  be  open  to  evert’  use,  to  be 
considered  managed  under  muldple  use. 

Also,  please  see  response  to  03-124. 


03-4:  Please  see  response  03-124. 

03-5:  Table  1 4.3. 6-1  clearly  compares  areas  available  for 
motorized  use  and  management  designadons  under  each 
alternadve.  The  change  in  total  area  available  for  motor- 
ized use  (not  designated  as  closed)  ranges  from  96,608 
acres  (99.8%  of  the  BLM-managed  land  in  the  planning 
area)  to  96,139  acres  (99.3%  of  BLM-managed  land). 
Thus  land  where  motorized  recreadon  is  allowed  has  only 
been  reduced  by  0.5%  in  the  Preferred  .\ltemadve.  .-\1- 
most  all  of  the  added  closed  areas  are  sites  where  mine 
tailings  would  present  a health  hazard  to  users. 

03-6:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  paragraph  1,  (XV45, 
and  03-75. 
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Comments 


1S.UC:  03  (Com.) 

In  addition  to  the  studies  cited  above,  we  have  observed  that  96%  of  the  visitors  to  multiple-use 
aieas  are  enjoyinfi  multiple-use  activities  based  on  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation. 


TOTAL  ANNUAL  OBSERVATIONS  ON  MULTIPLE-USE  PUBLIC  LANDS 
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Total  Observations  on  MultiD<e-Use  Lands 

8.706 

Mecbanized  Totall  8 3891  Non-mech  Toiall  317 

Mechanized  *4  9636  Non-Mech  % 4% 

NoM  1'  MotortzM  accMS  counlad  as  vahietas  bainfl  us«d  for  fishing  only  n 1996.  CountsO  at  vshKlss  (not  occupanit)  which  undsf-ssUinatst  actual  inolonzsd  vtshors 
Nots  1:  Motortzsd  accost  countsO  as  vefMcIss  tMng  ussd  for  fishing  anO  hunting  only  m 2000  Counlad  as  vahiciss  (r>ot  occupants)  which  undar-esllmetaa  aclual 
moiorttad  vtsHon 

Now  1 Uotortzad  accass  counlad  as  vahicias  bang  used  for  flahstg,  hunting,  sightsaang.  ptcnlctng.  disparsad  camping,  rock  climbing,  and  wtdlHa  viewing  not  counlad  In 
ofiar  catagonaa  from  2001  focwwd.  Counlad  as  vaMdas  (not  occupants)  which  undar-asOmalas  actual  moiorttad  visaors 

Nola  2 Vahiciaa  at  Nksig  tradhaad  tram  2001  forward  are  shown  lo  damonstraia  magtxiudo  of  use  but  are  nol  counlad  bacausa  they  are  not  visiting  muNtple-uta  lands 

Our  observations  of  tecreationists  on  multiple-use  public  lands  from  1999  through  2005  is 
summarized  in  the  table  above  (yearly  data  sheets  available  upon  request)  and  demonstrates  that  out 
of  8.706  observations.  8.389  recreationists  or  96%  of  the  visitors  were  associated  with  multiple-uses 
that  involved  motorized  access  and/or  mechanized  recreation.  The  agency  does  not  observe  visitors 
on  weekends  and  holidays  and  consequently  is  unaware  of  actual  visitor  usage.  The  agency  simply 
needs  to  go  out  and  count  the  different  recreationists  and  mode  of  access  on  multiple-use  lands  on 
any  weekend.  This  is  what  we  have  done  and  our  data  is  an  accurate  representation  of  actual  visitor 
usage  on  multiple-use  lands. 

Therefore,  nearly  all  (95  - 97.45%)  visitors  to  public  lands  benefit  from  management  for  multiple- 
use  and  benefit  from  motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreational  opportunities  which  are 
consistent  with  our  observations. 


Therefore,  over  96%  of  the  public  land  should  be  managed  for  multiple-uses  including  motorized 
access  and  mechanized  recreation.  However,  over  50%  of  the  public  land  is  managed  by  wilderness, 
wilderness  study  area,  national  park,  monument,  roadless,  non-motorized  area,  wildlife 
management,  and  other  restrictive  management  criteria  that  eliminates  most  or  all  motorized  access 
and  motorized  recreation.  Note  that  the  Final  Roadless  Rule  published  on  January  5,  2001 
lhttD:'/roadless.fs.fed.us.'documents/rule/roadless  fedreg  rule.pdf)  included  the  following  directive 
“The  proposed  rule  did  not  close  any  roads  or  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  trails”.  The  agency  must 
honor  this  commitment. 

Cl/e  dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Therefore,  all  (100%)  of  the  remaining  public  lands  including  roadless  areas  must  be  managed  for 
multiple-uses  in  order  to  avoid  further  contributing  to  the  excessive  allocation  of  resources  and 
recreation  opportunities  for  exclusive  non-motorized  use. 


Issue: 

We  are  very  concerned  that  a built-in  bias  exists  with  visitor  use  monitoring  data  based  on  the  fact 
that  all  wilderness  visitors  must  sign-in  in  order  to  visit  a wilderness  area  and  at  the  same  time  there 
are  no  self-reporting  opportunities  for  multiple-use  visitors.  Therefore,  multiple-use  visitor  data 
does  not  exist  or  is  under-stated. 
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Issue: 

The  process  used  puts  the  average  working  class  citizen  at  a great  disadvantage.  The  process  is 
inordinately  confusing,  cumbersome  and  intimidating  to  the  members  of  the  public  who  are  not 
organized  or  experienced  which  is  the  majority  of  the  public.  The  process  is  inordinately  demanding 
of  participation  and  has  unreasonable  expectations  for  the  involvement  of  individuals  and  families. 

A 600+  page  draft  resource  management  plan  with  appendices  and  maps  is  too  much  for  the  general 
public  to  understand  and  participate  in.  Coupled  with  the  current  number  of  other  ongoing  actions 
shown  in  Table  2 the  situation  is  overwhelming.  The  size  of  the  DEIS  document  is  being  used  as  a 
mechanism  to  overwhelm  the  public  and  allow  the  agency  to  effectively  ignore  the  needs  of  the 
public  for  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations  for  the  proper  implementation  of  NEPA  can  be  found  at 
httD://ceQ.eh.doe.gov/neDa/rei;s/cea/toc  ceg.htm  . Sec.  1 502.7  Page  limits.  The  text  of  final 
environmenlal  impact  staiemenis  (e.g.,  paragraphs  (d)  through  (g)  of  Sec.  1502. 10)  .shall  normally 
be  less  than  150  pages  and  for  proposals  of  unusual  scope  or  complexity  shall  normally  be  less  than 
300  pages. 
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Issue: 

On  top  of  the  shear  volume  is  the  fact  that  the  document  does  not  address  the  significant  issues 
affecting  motorized  recreationists.  Just  because  the  public  cannot  digest  all  of  this  paper  or 
understand  the  process  does  not  mean  that  the  agencies  are  free  to  ignore  the  needs  of  the  public. 
NEPA  never  intended  for  the  process  to  take  away  the  quality  of  human  life  for  individuals  and 
families  but  because  the  process  is  so  overwhelming  it  is  doing  Just  that.  Given  these  conditions,  it 
is  not  reasonable  to  expect  the  level  of  unorganized  public  and  working  class  citizen  participation  to 
be  high.  Given  these  conditions,  the  needs  of  the  overall  public  must  be  carefully  determined.  The 
most  equitable  alternative  to  meet  the  public’s  needs  would  be  a reasonable  multiple-use  alternative. 
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Issue: 

The  results  from  most  visitor  use  surveys  do  not  directly  or  adequately  reflect  the  importance  of 
motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation  to  the  typical  visitor  to  public  lands.  The  importance 
and  magnitude  of  motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation  is  hidden  and  dispersed  within  a 
number  of  different  categories  including:  viewing  wildlife,  birds,  fish,  etc.  (motorized  access); 
picnicking  (motorized  access);  viewing  natural  features  (motorized  access);  hunting  (motorized 
access);  fishing  (motorized  access);  general/other  (motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation); 
driving  for  pleasure  on  roads  (motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation);  hiking  or  walking 
(iTKitori/ed  access  to  trail  heads);  gathering  mushrooms,  etc.( motorized  access);  camping  (motorized 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  traits  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  brotectlon  and  education. 
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Responses 

03-7:  Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  Forest  Service 
rule  cited  does  not  apply  to  the  BLM.  Instead,  please 
refer  to  43  CFR  8340.  The  BLM  used  “roadless’  as  a 
criterion  during  the  wilderness  inventory  process  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  FLPMA.  However,  the  BLM  carries 
out  no  “roadless  area”  management  outside  of  designated 
WSAs.  Consequently,  the  BLM  does  not  use  the  term 
“roadless  area”  as  a land  classification  or  as  a specific 
designadon  similar  to  how  the  Forest  Service  does. 


03-8:  The  BLM  manages  no  wilderness  within  the  planning 
area.  Please  see  response  03-129. 

03-9:  BLM  combines  the  NEPA  and  land  use  planning 
processes.  A Draft  and  Final  EIS  for  an  RMP  is  t)’pically 
lengthy  because  each  alternadve  is  a separate  management 
plan  for  all  of  the  public  lands  and  resources  managed  by 
the  specific  BLM  office.  This  is  much  different  than 
NEPA  documentadon  for  a site-specific  project. 


03-10:  The  preferred  alternadve  makes  every  attempt  to 
provide  a balance  between  the  needs  of  various  user 
groups,  including  OHV  users.  Managing  for  muldple  uses 
includes  taking  into  account  the  needs  of  a large  variety  of 
human  uses,  wildlife  needs,  and  commercial  needs.  All 
groups  are  given  an  equal  opportunity’  to  be  involved  in 
the  planning  process,  including  during  the  public  scoping 
process  and  the  public  comment  period. 


The  issue  you  described  is  the  number  one  planning  issue 
identified  for  this  RMP. 


03-1 1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Proposed  (jteur  d'Alene  Kesource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 
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Comments  Responses 


03  (Cont.) 

access);  resorts  (motorized  access);  visiting  historic  and  prehistoric  sites/areas  (motorized  access); 
nature  study  (motorized  access);  otl-road  vehicle  travel  (motorized  access  and  mechanized 
recreation);  downhill  skiing  (motorized  access);  cross-country  skiing  (motorized  access);  primitive 
camping  (motorized  access);  backpacking  (motorized  access);  visiting  a nature  center,  etc. 
(motorized  access);  snowmobile  travel  (motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation);  motorized 
water  travel  (motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreation);  other  motorized  activities  (motorized 
access  and  mechanized  recreation),  horseback  riding  (motorized  access);  bicycling  (motorized 
access  and  mechanized  recreation);  non-motorized  water  travel  (motorized  access);  and  other  non- 
moiorized  activities  (motorized  access). 

Issue: 

Allowing  travel  up  to  300  feet  off  of  a designated  route,  both  roads  and  trails,  is  an  absolutely 
necessary  opportunity  for  reasonable  use  of  the  area  by  the  public.  This  access  is  needed  for 
retrieval,  woodcutting,  and  to  reach  dispersed  campsites  and  the  public's  use  of  the  area  would  be 
unreasonably  compromised  without  this  access.  The  use  of  this  access  can  be  qualified  to  restrict  it 
in  situations  where  it  results  in  unreasonable  resource  damage. 

Issue; 

It  is  our  understanding  that  dispersed  campsites  are  proposed  for  closure.  These  are  very  desirable 
camp  sites.  Closure  of  these  sorts  of  dispersed  campsites  would  have  a very  significant  impact  on 
the  public  and  we  request  that  they  remain  open.  If  water  quality  concerns  are  the  basis  for  these 
closures,  then  there  are  reasonable  alternatives  to  mitigate  these  concerns,  such  as  allowing  only 
self-contained  camping  units  to  use  them.  Additionally,  a sense  of  magnitude  needs  to  be  applied 
when  assessing  the  water  quality  impacts  from  camping.  For  example,  it  appears  that  cattle  grazing 
along  the  stream  have  a much  greater  impact  than  any  camp  site  that  we  observed.  Now  don't  get  us 
wrong,  we  support  all  reasonable  multiple-uses  of  the  forest  including  cattle  grazing.  We  are 
concerned  that  the  incremental  impacts  on  the  public  of  closing  dispersed  camp  sites  are  relatively 
significant  while  the  real  improvement  to  the  environment  will  be  relatively  insignificant.  Again,  we 
request  that  all  reasonable  camp  sites  located  along  water  courses  remain  open. 

Issue: 

If  dispersed  camp  sites  are  to  be  closed  based  on  water  quality  concerns,  then  we  request  that  the 
decision  include  a water  quality  monitoring  program  to  establish  the  baseline  water  quality  prior  to 
the  closure  of  dispersed  camp  sites  and  continue  that  program  after  the  closure  to  establish  whether 
any  significant  water  quality  improvement  was  realized.  The  decision  should  also  include  a 
provision  to  re-open  closed  camp  sites  when  no  significant  improvement  in  water  quality  was 
realized  by  the  closure. 

Issue: 

In  general  there  is  a very  high  demand  for  camp  sites  and  especially  dispersed  camp  sites.  If  a 
dispersed  camp  site  is  closed,  then  we  request  that  the  closure  be  mitigated  by  creation  of  new  camp 
sites  on  at  least  a 1 :1  basis  in  order  to  avoid  a significant  cumulative  effect  on  the  public  of  too  few 
camp  sites. 

Issue: 


U/^  dre  a locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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We  are  very  concerned  that  the  proposed  plan  tends  to  manage  the  forest  as  a national  park  and  not 
as  a national  forest  where  multiple-use  opportunities  are  sought  in  order  to  adequately  meet  the 
needs  of  the  public.  There  is  no  mandate  from  Congress  or  the  public  to  manage  the  project  area  as 
national  park  yet  the  proposed  plan  seeks  to  do  that.  We  request  that  the  project  area  including  the 
semi-private  areas,  continue  to  be  managed  for  multiple-use  including  motorized  recreation. 

Issue: 

We  are  concerned  that  comprehensive  inventories  of  existing  routes  has  not  been  completed. 
Comprehensive  inventories  must  also  include  all  historic  mining  routes  in  the  project  area.  If  a 
motorized  route  is  not  identified  during  the  combination  of  forest  and  travel  planning,  then  it  will  be 
closed  to  the  public  at  the  end  of  those  two  processes.  Therefore,  comprehensive  inventories  are 
extremely  critical  and  this  is  a significant  issue. 

Issue; 

Timber  harvests  have  included  many  motorized  closures  as  associated  actions.  Many  timber 
harvests  have  had  associated  motorized  closures  that  were  done  without  adequately  addressing  the 
impact  on  motorized  visitors.  Many  of  these  motorized  closures  were  done  as  a concession  to  those 
opposed  to  the  timber  sales  and  without  input  from  motorized  recreationists.  Many  of  the  closures 
and  obliterations  included  historic  travel  ways  used  for  exploration,  mining,  and  travel  since  the 
pioneer  days.  Planning  actions  must  adequately  address  these  impacts  and  re-open  the  routes  that 
were  unfairly  closed. 

Issue; 

Forests  are  a renewable  resource  and  impacts  associated  with  cutting  units  are  relatively  short-lived. 
Therefore,  motorized  routes  that  were  closed  due  to  limber  harvests  should  be  reopened  (returned  to 
pre-harvest  condition)  now  because  the  vegetation  and  cover  has  been  reestablished.  However,  most 
of  the  motorized  closures  associated  with  cutting  units  have  been  long-term.  All  forest  planning  and 
travel  management  planning  actions  must  now  evaluate  all  past  motorized  closures  including  road 
and  trail  obliterations  done  to  mitigate  wildlife  security  concerns  as  part  of  timber  harvest.  It  is 
logical  and  fair  that  once  the  harvest  area  has  been  re-vegetated,  then  the  motorized  closures  must  be 
lifted.  Additionally,  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  these  types  of  closure  actions  on  motorized 
access  and  recreation  must  be  adequately  evaluated  and  mitigated  by  this  action. 

Issue; 

The  impact  of  OHV  recreation  on  wildlife  has  been  incredibly  overstated  by  the  agency  and  wildlife 
biologists.  First,  wildlife  populations  are  at  all  time  high 

(http://www.mtstandard.eom/articlcs/2005/l  1/30/outdoors/hiieiigiicefib.txt ) at  the  same  time  when 
OHV  use  is  increasing.  If  there  is  any  impact  to  be  identified,  it  appears  that  it  should  be  that  the 
positive  impact  associated  with  increasing  OHV  use  and  increasing  wildlife  populations.  Secondly, 
OHV  use  does  not  kill  wildlife.  Wildlife  coexists  just  fine  with  OHVs.  This  was  recently  confirmed 
again  by  a study  in  Yellowstone  Park  which  found  that  “Most  elk,  bison  and  trumpeter  swans  barely 
reacted  last  winter  to  the  presence  of  snowcoaches  and  snowmobiles  in  Yellowstone  National  Park, 
according  to  a study  released  Tuesday.  Scientists  watched  more  than  2,100  interactions  between 
over-snow  vehicles  and  wildlife  last  year  to  try  to  determine  how  they  responded.  Of  those,  8 1 
percent  of  the  animals  had  no  apparent  response  or  they  looked  and  then  resumed  what  they  were 


03-12:  Your  suggestion  may  be  appropriate  in  some  areas 
but  not  in  others.  The  HLM  prefers  to  evaluate  such 
implementation  level  actions  on  a more  site  specific  basis 
through  activity  planning. 

03-13:  No  camp  sites  are  proposed  for  closure. 

03-14:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-15:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-13. 

C^3-16:  The  alternatives  propose  multiple  use  management 
of  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  planning  area,  in  accor- 
dance with  FLPMA,  43  CFR  1610,  and  BLM  Policy. 
BLM  does  not  manage  national  forests  or  private  lands. 

03-17:  BLM  used  existing  inventory  data,  staff  knowledge, 
and  consulted  with  local  user  groups  to  identify  routes  for 
potential  designation. 

03-18:  The  planning  of  individual  dmber  sales  is  an  imple- 
mentation action  not  addressed  in  the  RAIP.  The  BLM  is 
not  aware  of  unfairly  closed  routes  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  the  planning  area. 

03-19:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response 
03-18. 

03-20:  Increasing  development  and  use  of  roads,  including 
both  forest  roads  and  highways,  stand  out  as  primart' 
factors  affecting  carnivores.  Increased  human  access  to 
remote  areas  can  result  in  higher  mortality  from  hunting, 
illegal  killing,  and  accidental  deaths  among  many  carni- 
vores. Highways  also  act  as  significant  barriers  to  move- 
ments for  some  species,  although  the  impacts  of  roads 
and  other  barriers  to  animal  movements  are  not  well 
documented  in  ways  that  improve  understanding  of  carni- 
vore population  dynamics.  Reduced  development,  clo- 
sure after  use,  and  management  of  roads  in  forest  and 
riparian  environments  are  critical  to  carnivore  conserv'a- 
tion.  Large  carnivore  populations  have  difficulty  persist- 
ing when  road  access  and  interactions  with  people  exceed 
threshold  levels.  Studies  of  wolves  and  grizzly  bears  sug- 
gest that  reducing  the  number  of  roads  in  forest  environ- 
ments is  important  to  the  maintenance  of  normal  habitat 
use  patterns  and  to  lower  human-caused  mortality 
(Witmet  GW,  Martin  SK,  Sayler  RD.  1998.  Forest  carni- 
vore conservation  and  management  in  the  interior  Co- 
lumbia basin:  issues  and  en\(ironmental  correlates.  Port- 
land OR:  USDA  Forest  Service,  Pacific  Northw^est  Re- 
search Station.  General  Technical  Report  PNW-GTR- 
420.  49  p.). 

Various  road-associated  factors  negatively  affect  habitats 
or  populations  of  most  of  the  91  species  of  focus.  Ef- 
fects of  road-associated  factors  can  be  direct,  such  as 
habitat  loss  and  fragmentation  because  of  road  construc- 
tion and  maintenance.  Effects  also  can  be  indirect,  such 
as  displacement  or  increased  mortality  of  populations  in 
areas  near  roads  in  relation  to  motorized  traffic  and  asso- 
ciated human  activities.  Because  of  the  high  densitv  of 
roads  present  across  large  areas  of  the  basin,  effects  from 
road-associated  factors  must  be  considered  additive  to 
that  of  habitat  loss.  Moreover,  many  habitats  likely  are 
underused  by  some  species  due  to  the  effects  of  roads 
and  associated  factors;  this  may  be  especially  true  for 
species  of  carnivorous  mammals,  particularly  gray  wolf 
and  grizzly  bear  (Wisdom  M),  Holthausen  RS,  Wales  BC, 
Hargis  CD,  Saab  VA,  Lee  DC,  Hann  Wj,  Rich  TD,  Row- 
land MM,  Murphy  WJ,  Eames  MR.  21XXI). 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  upose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  tr alls  for  all 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  10  of  109  


(continued  on  the  following  page) 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Kesource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  linvimnmental  Impact  Statement 


K-24 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

03-20  (('ont.):  Source  habitats  for  terrestrial  vertebrates  of  focuc  in  the  interior  Columbia  basin:  broad-scale  trends  and  management  implc- 
mentadons.  Portland  OR:  USDA  Forest  Service,  Pacific  Northwest  Research  Station,  (jeneral  Technical  Report  PNW-GTR-485.  3 vols.) 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (2006  Big  Game  Seasons,  p.  13;  http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/issues.cfm;  and 
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/atv/facts.cfm.)  offers  the  following:  Roads  that  are  open  to  motor  vehicles  increase  access  into 
big  game  habitat  and  as  a result  the  number  of  hunters  increases.  Generally,  the  number  of  hunters  in  an  area  is  direedy  related  to  the  num- 
ber of  roads. 

The  combinadon  of  more  hunters  and  increased  mobility  of  hunters  in  roaded  areas  increases  the  vulnerability  of  deer  and  elk  to  harvest. 
Deer  and  elk  living  in  a heavily  roaded  area  are  more  likely  to  be  killed  during  the  hundng  season  and  for  that  reason  these  areas  have  fewer 
old  bulls  or  bucks.  It  also  means  that  hundng  seasons  have  to  be  shorter  to  prevent  over  harvest. 

Research  shows  that  slow  moving  vehicles  on  primidve  roads  and  trails  are  more  disturbing  to  elk  than  fast  moving  vehicles  on  highways. 
Slow  moving  vehicles  traveling  cross  country  have  the  same  effect.  Deer  and  elk  often  flee  from  the  sound  of  motor  vehicles  and  may  leave 
the  area. 

The  number  of  ATV'^s  in  Idaho  has  increased  five-fold  since  1994;  in  2005  over  90,000  off  highway  vehicles  were  registered  in  the  state. 
Most  people  who  own  ATVs  use  them  for  hundng. 

Conflict  is  occurring  where  ATV'^s  have  increased  access  into  areas  that  were  lighdy  used  in  the  past.  Conflicts  also  occur  because  some 
people  specifically  select  areas  that  are  closed  to  motor  vehicles  for  hundng  and  are  upset  when  these  rules  are  violated  by  others. 

Cross-country^  travel  udth  motor  vehicles  can  create  a network  of  new  travel  ways  that  cause  erosion,  spread  noxious  weeds,  and  damage  fish 
and  \^Tldlife  habitats.  Much  of  this  cross  country  travel  occurs  during  the  hundng  season. 

To  reduce  these  impacts,  Idaho’s  land  and  wildlife  managers  ask  all  hunters  using  motorized  vehicles  to  stay  on  roads  and  trails  and  use 
designated  routes  where  they’re  established.  Do  not  travel  cross  country  with  a motor  vehicle. 
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21 
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22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


03  (Com.) 

doing,  the  study  said”  (http://w"ww.hclcMaii.coni  arlicicv  2005  12/ 14'niontana/al012140.'>  04.prt 
and  httD:./wAvw.nps.yov/vcll/technical  nlanniiu’  wintcruse  niaiVreports/wintcrrec05.pdl' ). 

It  appears  that  the  disturbance  of  wildlife  by  OHV  issue  including  wildlife  corridors  is  being 
fabricated  to  further  the  conversion  of  multiple-use  lands  to  non-motorized  lands.  The  agency  is 
encouraged  to  avoid  road  and  trail  closures  based  on  wildlife  concerns  except  where  negative 
wildlife  impact  can  be  specifically  identified  and  documented.  Motorized  use  on  existing  trails  has 
little  or  no  verified  effect  on  game  animal  welfare  (see  additional  references  provided  in  later 
sections).  In  fact,  areas  that  have  been  more  intensely  visited  by  motorized  visitors  have  experienced 
significant  increases  in  wildlife  populations;  further  substantiating  the  fact  that  motorized  recreation 
does  not  create  a significant  impact  on  wildlife. 

Issue: 

It  is  our  understanding  that  some  interests  are  pushing  the  wildlife  corridor  concept  as  a reason  to 
close  areas  to  motorized  use.  We  have  not  seen  adequate  documentation  or  reasoning  to  justify  this 
position  and  suspect  that  it  is  being  used  inappropriately  as  a reason  to  Justify  defacto  wilderness  by 
non-motorized  interests.  Significant  issues  must  be  answered  before  this  concept  can  be  given  any 
credibility.  Issues  include: 

1 . Why  would  wildlife  follow  physically  challenging  basin  divides  where  food  and  water  is 
scarce  versus  other  corridors?  They  don't.  This  is  easily  verified  by  open  areas  such  as 
McDonald  Pass  or  the  jagged  areas  of  the  continental  divide  where  we  have  never  observed 
any  significant  number  of  wildlife  crossings  versus  great  numbers  of  wildlife  crossings  that 
we  have  observed  in  other  areas  that  are  more  favored  by  wildlife. 

2.  Where  is  the  documentation  that  the  continental  divide  or  other  basin  divides  are  favored  for 
wildlife  migration?  Especially  theories  that  purport  that  wildlife  will  migrate  from  Mexico  to 
Canada.  This  is  counter-intuitive  to  the  types  of  habitat  that  different  species  require  in  order 
to  survive.  There  is  a significant  lack  of  credible  evidence  to  support  these  claims. 

3.  The  lack  of  authorization  or  mandate  from  congress. 

4.  The  socio-economic  issues  associated  with  the  attempt  to  use  the  wildlife  corridor  concept  to 
convert  multiple-use  lands  to  defacto  wilderness. 

Issue: 

While  Revised  Statute  2477  was  repealed  by  the  1976  National  Forest  Management  Act,  the 
revision  clearly  stated  in  the  Act  was  to  insure  that  no  new  roads  from  the  effective  date  of  the  Act 
would  be  considered  for  RS  2477  consideration.  It  further  clarified  the  historical  highways  would 
be  honored.  That  is  all  that  the  Act  modified  or  repealed. 

Recently.  Utah  Counties  were  challenged  in  court  for  their  actions  similar  to  the  challenge  at 
Jarbidge  Road  in  Nevada.  The  foundation  in  both  cases  is  the  fact  that  the  Counties  even  without  a 
charter  form  of  government  have  the  authority  to  exercise  rights  afforded  to  them  by  the  federal 
government.  Until  the  federal  government  completely  repeals  the  1866  Act,  (Revised  by  the  1872 
Act)  in  its  entirety  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  still  have  the  right  to  access  lands  for  the  benefit 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States.  The  recent  decision  rendered  by  the  1 0th  circuit  re-affirms  this 
(httD://www.kscourts.org/calO/datefile/datefile.htm  look  under  9-8-2005,  and  then  04-4071  - 
Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Alliance  v.  Bureau  of  Land  Management). 

U/e  dre  d locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  traits  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  11  of  109 

03  (Com.) 

The  court  has  ruled  that  the  rights  exercised  by  the  counties  would  be  valid  if  the  routes  in  question 
were  indeed  2477  classified.  The  county  has  records  that  show  that  the  routes  were  there  prior  to 
the  establishment  of  the  1976  NFMA  and  FLPMA  and,  are  therefore,  valid  RS  2477  routes. 
Additionally,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  agency  proposing  a closure  action  to  adequately  research 
those  records  and  establish  which  routes  meet  RS  2477  classification  and  then  consult  and 
coordinate  with  the  County  with  respect  to  that  classification.  We  request  that  this  planning  project 
include  adequate  research  of  the  county  records  and  adequate  formal  consultation  and  coordination 
with  the  county  to  get  their  input  on  RS  2477  routes. 

Issue: 

Every  planning  action  "re-invents"  the  line  weights,  color,  and  line  styles  for  the  different  motorized 
and  non-motorized  road  and  trail  designations.  This  is  very  confusing  to  the  public  and,  once  again, 
puts  motorized  recreationists  at  a disadvantage.  A national  mapping  standard  for  travel  planning 
actions  must  be  developed  starting  with  proposed  action  in  order  to  address  this  inadequacy  and 
environmental  justice  issue. 

Issue: 

Road  decommissioning  funds  should  be  used  instead  to  maintain  motorized  trails.  We  suggest  that 
this  expenditure  would  benefit  the  public  and  environment  in  a more  positive  way  and  have  a more 
positive  environmental  impact. 

Issue: 

We  are  working  hard  to  convince  OHV  recreationists  to  "tread  lightly”.  We  have  been  informed  that 
trails  were  closed  because  they  “saw  very  little  motorized  use”  as  part  of  the  BLM  Sleeping  Giant 
Travel  Plan  and  Mormon  Gulch  timber  harvest  in  the  Beaverhead-Deerlodge  National  Forest.  These 
actions  would  suggest  that  we  should  “power  on”  so  that  our  tracks  and  usage  are  obvious.  We  think 
that  it  sets  a bad  precedent  to  close  a route  because  it  appears  to  see  little  use.  It  is  not  fair  that 
motorized  recreationists  practice  “tread  lightly”  principles  and  are  then  penalized  for  following  that 
practice.  Additionally,  forces  including  cattle  grazing,  horses  and  wild  animals,  and  rain  quickly 
obliterate  motorcycle  tracks.  We  observed  this  condition  again  recently  when  the  tracks  of  7 
motorcyclists  that  we  observed  using  a single  track  trail  were  quickly  erased  with  one  light  rain 
shower. 

Issue: 

If  light  use  is  being  used  as  a criterion  to  close  motorized  routes,  then  it  would  also  seem  fair  to 
convert  non-motorized  trails  that  see  light  use  to  motorized  routes  in  order  to  address  the  concern  of 
over-usage  and  shortage  of  motoritted  routes.  We  ask  for  your  consideration  of  this  reasoning. 

Issue: 

Because  of  the  cumulative  negative  effects  of  the  motorized  closure  trend,  the  recreational 
opportunities  for  motoriz.ed  recrealionists  is  dramatically  being  reduced  to  a limited  number  of 
motorized  routes  and  the  lesser  used  routes  are  becoming  hard  to  find  and,  therefore,  they  must  be 
considered  invaluable  to  motorized  recreationists.  The  level  of  use  should  also  be  evaluated  along 
the  logic  that  the  most  valuable  motorized  routes  now  days  are  the  ones  that  are  remote  and  see  less 
use.  Therefore,  barely  visible  2-lrack  roads  and  single-track  trails  are  invaluable  to  motorized 

We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


(33-21:  Servheen,  Waller,  and  Sandstrom  (2001,  Identifica- 
tion and  management  of  linkage  zones  for  grizzly  bears 
between  the  large  blocks  of  public  land  in  the  northern 
Rocky  Mountains,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  the 
draft  EIS  for  the  Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amendment 
(2004)  identified  important  travel  corridors  for  grizzly 
bears  and  Canada  lynx.  Many  of  these  travel  corridors  in 
northern  Idaho  do  not  have  BLM  pubUc  lands  within 
them. 

Much  of  the  BLM  public  lands  in  northern  Idaho  do  not 
have  many  physically  challenging  basin  divides.  Mountain 
goats  and  collared  pikas  inhabit  these  areas,  but  the  BLM 
is  unaware  of  any  goats  occupying  public  lands.  Collared 
pikas,  however,  do  inhabit  some  of  these  lands. 

Rounded  ridgelines  have  gender  slopes  for  easier  travel 
than  traversing  up-and-down  side  slopes. 

Animals  that  migrate  between  Mexico  and  Canada  usually 
fly  and  they  use  mountains  and  valleys  for  navigation. 


03-22:  See  Chapter  1, 
RJMP  win  recognize 


Page  1-8,  Planning  Criteria  1.5.4  “The 
aU  valid  existing  rights.” 


03-23:  The  travel  management  maps  are  standardized  in 
appearance  to  comply  with  BLM  cartographic  standards. 
Line  weights,  styles,  etc.  are  ohe  same  on  all  maps. 


03-24:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-25:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-26:  Thank  you  for  your  ^comment. 


03-27:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  responses 
03-124  and  03-45. ' 
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rccwaiiv'nisls  and  must  be  evaluated  as  such.  Motorized  recrcationists  are  struggling  to  keep  a 
reasonable  spectrum  of  opportunities  available  and  one  piece  of  that  spectnim  are  remote  and  lesser 
used  routes.  In  a constantly  losing  scenario,  every  remaining  motorized  recreational  opportunity  is 
important  to  motorized  recreationists. 

Issue: 

We  were  again  reminded  recently  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  forms  of  closures  that  are 
impacting  motorized  recreationists.  We  recently  visited  a site  in  the  Flint  Creek  Range  that  we  have 
been  visiting  for  years.  In  the  past  there  has  only  been  1 other  group  camping  in  this  area.  This  past 
weekend  there  were  over  1 5 groups  (over  1 00  motorized  recreationists)  camping  in  the  area  and 
most  of  them  were  from  Missoula  (70  miles  one-way).  When  we  asked  some  of  them  why  they 
chose  this  area  they  responded  that  they  did  not  have  any  where  else  to  go  in  the  immediate 
Missoula  area  and  that  the  word  was  out  on  this  particular  area.  This  is  happening  in  too  many 
places  and  in  the  end  the  current  closure  trend  will  concentrate  everyone  in  a few  locations.  We 
believe,  that  in  the  end,  the  current  motorized  closure  trend  will  produce  an  undesirable  experience 
for  the  forest  visitor  and  for  the  environment.  We  respectfully  submit  that  the  current  management 
trend  of  motorized  closures  at  every  opportunity  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  and  the 
environment  in  the  long-term. 

Issue: 

The  proposed  action  must  not  result  in  a disparity  in  the  quantity  of  motorized  recreational 
opportunities  versus  non-motorized  recreational.  The  proposed  action  also  must  not  result  in  a 
disparity  in  the  quality  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities  in  comparison  non-motorized 
recreational  opportunities.  Equal  access  laws  also  apply  to  motorized  recrcationists  and  provide  for 
equal  access  to  both  an  equal  level  of  opportunities  and  an  equal  quality  of  opportunities.  Our  laws 
do  not  give  non-motorized  recreationists  priority  over  motorized  recreationists.  Our  laws  also  set  the 
precedent  that  public  facilities  must  be  reasonably  shared  with  one  another. 

Issue: 

Motorized  closures  are  being  enacted  incrementally  and  without  adequate  disclosure  and 
consideration  of  the  cumulative  efl'ects.  Travel  plans  are  created  or  revised  every  10  years.  If  25  to 
50%  of  the  existing  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are  closed  in  each  successive  travel  plan  (a 
typical  range),  then  over  the  course  of  3 travel  plarming  cycles  or  about  30  years  in  a given  area, 
only  13  to  42%  of  the  original  motorized  recreational  opportunities  will  remain  at  the  end  of  the 
third  cycle.  This  trend  is  being  ignored  at  all  levels  including  the  actions  listed  in  Table  2.  The  plan 
for  this  project  area  does  not  recognize  and  address  this  trend.  The  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
for  the  Coeur  d'Alene  area  does  not  adequately  recognize  and  address  this  trend.  The  national 
plarming  policy  does  not  recognize  and  address  this  trend.  Therefore,  this  cumulative  effect  is  being 
effectively  ignored  and  that  failure  to  notice  will  result  in  the  ultimate  loss  of  any  meaningful 
motorized  recreational  opportunities  and  the  creation  of  defacto  wilderness  from  large  blocks  of 
multiple-use  lands.  We  ask  that  this  significant  negative  cumulative  effect  on  motorized 
recreationists  be  adequately  recognized,  evaluated  and  mitigated  at  all  levels  starting  with  this 
project. 

Issue: 
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The  project  cannot  be  a success  without  a clear  statement  of  the  owners  and  the  objective  for  the 
travel  plan  project.  The  owners  of  the  travel  plan  project  must  be  identified  as  the  end  users  of  the 
project,  i.e.  all  of  the  public  that  relies  on  the  project  area  for  motorized  access  and  recreational 
opportunities.  The  objective  for  the  project  should  be  “To  meet  the  needs  of  the  public  for  a 
functional  network  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  for  access  and  recreation  with  practical  and 
reasonable  consideration  of  the  environment”. 

Issue: 

Current  plarming  projects  typically  add  the  number  of  miles  of  motorized  trails  closed  to  the  current 
miles  of  non-motorized  trails  as  a measure  of  the  change  in  non-motorized  recreational  opportunity. 
However,  current  plarming  projects  do  not  add  the  miles  of  roads  closed  by  action  to  the  miles  of 
non-motorized  trails.  Non-motorized  recreationists  use  roads  that  are  closed  and  benefit  from  them 
because  closed  roads;  are  open  to  use  by  only  non-motorized  recreationists,  are  typically  clear  and 
easy  to  walk  and  bicycle,  are  covered  with  natural  vegetation  within  a relatively  short  time  and  are 
quickly  used  as  trails.  When  roads  are  closed  to  motorized  recreationists,  then  they  in  reality  become 
a non-motorized  recreational  resource  and  they  must  be  disclosed  as  such. 

Unfortunately  this  procedure  has  not  been  practiced  to  date  and  the  miles  of  recreational  resources 
have  been  understated  in  favor  of  non-motorized  recreationists.  All  planning  projects  should 
disclose  the  added  benefit  to  non-motorized  recreational  resources  resulting  from  the  closure  of 
roads  by  adding  the  miles  of  closed  roads  to  the  miles  of  existing  non-motorized  trails.  We  request 
that  this  procedure  be  used  by  this  project  and  all  future  agency  projects.  Additionally,  we  request 
that  the  cumulative  negative  impact  on  motorized  recreationists  resulting  from  this  lack  of  adequate 
accounting  be  evaluated  and  adequately  mitigated. 

Issue: 

The  unstated  but  obvious  goal  or  policy  of  the  agency  is  to  close  as  many  recreational  resources  to 
motorized  recreationists  as  possible.  The  trend  to  date  of  overall  recreational  opportunities  (sum 
total)  for  motorized  recreationists  is  a large  negative  amount.  This  cumulative  effect  is  forcing 
motorized  recreationists  into  a smaller  and  smaller  resource  base.  The  ultimate  outcome  of  this 
unstated  goal  or  policy  will  result  in  unreasonable  impacts  to  both  the  natural  and  human 
environments.  It  is  also  an  unreasonable  policy  or  goal  with  respect  to  fair  and  equal  treatment  of 
motorized  recreationists. 

Environmental  impacts  are  not  unreasonable  under  the  current  conditions  but  environmental  impacts 
will  become  unreasonable  given  the  agency’s  current  direction  to  close  as  many  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  as  possible  and  that  divide  will  be  crossed  soon.  Therefore,  agency 
management  actions  are  ultimately  creating  significant  unnecessary  negative  impacts  on  both  the 
natural  and  human  environment.  We  are  concerned  that  this  unstated  goal  or  policy  is  not  in  the  best 
interest  of  protecting  the  natural  or  human  environment  and  ask  that  goals  and  policies  by  modified 
to  allow  the  public  continued  use  of  all  reasonable  access  and  recreational  opportunities  on  all 
multiple-use  lands. 

Issue: 

Agency  planning  including  travel  management  projects  should  be  a process  to  quantify  and  address 
the  needs  of  the  public  for  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities.  Instead,  it  is 
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Responses 


03-28:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-29:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-30:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-31:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-32:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124. 


03-33:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124. 


03-34:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-35:  BLM  has  no  such  unstated  goal. 


03-36:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  sec  response 
03-124. 
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Comments 


Responses 


03  (Com.) 

approached  in  just  the  opposite  direction  as  a closure  process  that  ignores  the  needs  of  the  public  for 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities.  Every  travel  phinning  process  listed  in 
Table  2 has  reduced  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  A travel  planning  process  has  never 
resulted  in  increased  recreational  opportunities  for  motorized  recreationists,  'fhe  travel  management 
process  as  currently  practiced  is  not  equitable  because:  (1)  it  does  not  adequately  address  the  needs 
of  the  public  for  multiple-use  recreational  opportunities  including  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation,  and  (2)  it  is  deceptive  to  represent  the  process  as  a travel  management  process  that  will 
address  the  needs  of  the  public  when  it  is  really  just  the  opposite,  i.e.,  a closure  process  that  does  not 
fairly  and  adequately  address  the  needs  of  the  public.  We  request  that  the  process  either  be  renamed 
to  "Travel  Closure  Process”  in  order  to  end  the  deception  of  the  public  OR  (as  we  strongly  prefer) 
that  the  process  be  redirected  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  public  for  a functional  network  of  motorized 
roads  and  trails  for  access  and  recreation  with  practical  and  reasonable  consideration  of  the 
environment. 


37 


Issue: 

Idaho’s  Trail  Ranger  program  combined  with  cooperative  management  of  National  Forest  lands 
provide  over  9.000  miles  of  trail  riding  opportunities  (http://www.idahoDarks.ore/rec/raneerl.html ). 
This  is  provided  as  an  example  of  the  level  of  OHV  programs  and  recreational  opportunities  that 
motorized  recreationists  need  in  each  slate  and  we  ask  that  this  project  adopt  a similar  goal. 


38 


Issue: 

The  starting  alternative  proposed  to  eliminate  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational 
opportunities  without  first  adequately_addressing  the  needs  of  the  public  for  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreation  and  without  proper  evaluation  of  facts  and  information.  This  procedure  is 
evidence  of  a significant  predisposition  in  the  process. 


39 


Issue: 

The  negative  social  and  economic  impact  experienced  by  motorized  recreationisls  when  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  do  not  exist  in  nearby  public  lands  must  be  adequately  evaluated  and 
considered  in  the  decision-making.  This  is  especially  significant  now  that  fuel  is  over  $2.00  per 
gallon.  These  impacts  include  the  complete  loss  of  recreational  opportunities  and  the  cost  of  having 
to  travel  farther  and  farther  in  search  of  fewer  and  fewer  motorized  recreational  opportunities  in 
times  of  increasing  travel  costs.  For  example,  the  lack  of  adequate  OHV  systems  in  the  Helena 
National  Forest  requires  us  to  travel  at  least  180  miles  to  adjacent  national  forests.  A 180  mile 
roundtrip  costs  at  least  3 hours  and  $70  and  that  cost  will  increase  substantially  in  the  future.  This 
added  cost  is  a waste  of  time  and  energy  resources  and  has  not  been  adequately  considered  by  the 
agency. 


40 


Additionally,  OHV  routes  in  adjacent  forests  are  being  reduced  at  an  alarming  rate  and  are 
compounding  the  cost  in  time  and  energy  even  further.  We  request  the  evaluation  of  the  economic 
cost  of  fewer  motorized  recreation  opportunities  on  motorized  recreationists  and  the  significant 
cumulative  negative  effect  of  all  travel  management  decisions  that  contribute  to  these  social  and 
economic  impacts  on  motorized  recreationisls. 


Issue: 


03-37:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-38:  Under  the  no-action  alternative,  all  current  OHV 
designations  would  continue. 

03-39:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124,  paragraph  2. 


03-40:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124,  paragraph  2. 
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While  we  respect  other  perspectives,  one  must  also  realize  that  the  extreme  ideals  of  the 
environmental  groups  such  as  the  public  should  not  be  able  to  enjoy  and  use  public  lands,  that 
everything  should  be  wild,  and  that  their  use  is  the  only  reasonable  use  are  not  generally  acceptable 
ideals  for  public  policy  nor  are  they  supported  by  the  laws.  We  are  practical  environmentalists  who 
believe  in  a reasonable  balance  between  the  protection  of  the  natural  environment  and  the  human 
environment  and  we  believe  that  the  laws  are  intended  to  support  this  ideal.  Our  position  is  to 
restore  balance,  practicality  and  fairness  to  the  system. 
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Issue: 

The  existing  level  of  access  and  motorized  recreation  is  a reasonable  starting  position  and 
alternative.  An  even  fairer  position  given  that  this  should  be  a travel  plan  seeking  to  address  the 
needs  of  the  public  for  motorized  access  and  recreation  would  be  an  alternative  based  on  an 
enhanced  level  of  opportunity.  However,  a starting  position  of  massive  closures  is  completely 
unreasonable  and  tells  us  a lot  about  where  the  process  is  heading.  It  seems  to  be  predisposed.  This 
strategy  is  outrageous  because  it  forces  the  public  to  fight  to  get  every  inch  of  motorized  road  and 
trail  added  back  into  the  preferred  alternative.  This  strategy  is  designed  so  that  motorized 
recreationists  are  destined  from  the  outset  to  lose  big  time.  The  damage  has  been  done  as  we  hear 
many  people  saying  “what’s  the  point  of  participating,  the  process  is  rigged  and  the  Forest  Service 
has  already  made  up  its  mind”.  We  request  that  this  strategy  be  corrected  by  presenting  a starting 
alternative  that  addresses  the  need  for  multiple-use  access  and  recreational  opportunities. 


43 


Issue: 

The  planning  team  should  formulate  an  Alternative  that  maximizes  all  existing  recreational 
opportunities,  as  well  as  anticipates  and  plans  for  an  increase  in  recreational  use  in  the  future.  None 
of  the  Draft  Alternatives  maximize  recreational  alternatives  and  most  of  them  fail  to  provide 
adequate  recreational  opportunity  to  meet  the  current  need. 


Issue: 

The  agency  must  develop  a true  No  Action  alternative  in  compliance  with  NEPA  and  other  planning 
regulations.  The  agency  must  formulate  a lawful  “No  Action”  alternative  so  that  the  public  and 
decision  makers  may  reasonable  compare  and  contrast  other  management  alternatives. 

A No  Action  alternative  is  a vital  component  in  assuring  full  public  disclosure  of  all  foreseeable 
direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  and  consistency  with 
environmental  and  public  involvement  requirements  of  Stale  and  Federal  laws,  Executive  Orders 
and  policies.  The  twin  goals  of  NEPA  (to  inform  the  public  and  disclose  anticipated  effects)  are  not 
met  without  a properly  written  and  accurate  No  Action  alternative. 


An  accurate  No  Action  alternative  provides  for  a clear,  logical  and  comprehensive  analysis  process 
and  disclosure  of  effects,  both  to  the  human  environment  and  especially  in  this  case,  effects  to 
visitors.  An  accurate  No  Action  alternative  is  the  pre.scribcd  way  the  agency  discloses  existing 
conditions  of  Federal  lands  and  serves  as  a baseline  for  discussion  of  guidance  and  rationale  for 
proposed  changes  to  travel  management  direction  and  programs  for  implementation.  Under  the 
existing  conditions  motorized  recreationisls  have  a reasonable  number  of  choices  and  variation  of 
opportunities.  Under  most  proposed  conditions,  motorized  recreationisls  have  a significantly 
reduced  number  and  variety  of  opportunities.  We  do  not  want  to  be  forced  to  go  to  the  same  place 
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03-41 : Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-42:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124. 


03-43:  Please  see  response  05-20,  paragraphs  1 and  2. 


03-44:  43  CFR  1610.4-5  states  that  “one  alternative  shall  be 
for  no  action,  which  means  continuation  of  present  level 
or  systems  of  resource  use.”  Management  actions  de- 
scribed under  the  no-action  alternative  came  directlv  from 
the  existing  MFP  and  amendments  and  adequatelv  reflect 
current  management  direction,  as  required  by  Federal 
Regulations. 
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03  (Cont.) 

I over  and  over  nor  do  we  want  to  be  squeezed  out  from  public  lands.  Therefore,  the  No  Action 
I (existing  condition)  alternative  must  be  accurately  and  reasonably  evaluated. 

Issue: 

There  is  an  increasing  demand  for  OHV  recreation  opportunities  on  public  lands.  The  BLM,  Forest 
Service,  as  well  as  envirernmental  groups,  stale  and  local  governments  and  OHV  and  recreational 
access  organizations  have  all  acknowledged  that  many  Land  Use  Plans  woefully  failed  to  anticipate 
the  increased  public  demand  for  all  types  of  outdoor  recreation  and  related  OHV  uses.  Additionally, 
and  importantly,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  National  OHV  Strategy  states:  “Motorized  ofF 
highway  vehicle  use  on  public  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  has 
increased  substantially  in  recent  years.  . . . Some  of  (the  factors  contributing  to  growing  OHV 
popularity]  are: 

• greater  public  interest  in  unconfined  outdoor  recreational  opportunities; 

• rising  disposable  income  . . . 

• advances  in  vehicle  technology 

• the  rapid  growth  of  the  West’s  cities  and  suburbs  . . . 

• a population  with  an  increasing  median  age  with  changing  outdoor  recreational  interests. 


45 


This  [growing  OHV]  popularity  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  recreational  enthusiasts  are  buying 
OHV's  at  the  rate  of  1 ,500  units  per  day  nationwide,  with  nearly  one-third  of  them  doing  so  as  first- 
time  buyers.”  “[BLM’s  OHV]  Strategy  recognizes,  as  does  policy  outlined  in  BLM  Manual  8340 
(May  25,  1982),  that  off-road  vehicle  use  is  an  ‘acceptable  use  of  public  land  wherever  it  is 
compatible  with  established  resource  management  objectives.'  As  established  by  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  the  BLM  is  required  to  manage  public  lands  on  the 
basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  while  protecting  natural  values.  ...  Motorized  OHV  use  is 
now  firmly  established  as  a major  recreational  activity  on  BLM-adminisiered  public  lands”. 


Unwisely,  rather  than  work  to  accommodate  the  increased  demand  for  OHV  recreation,  BLM  and 
many  National  Forests  have  frequently  reacted  by  restricting  OHV  opportunities.  But  more 
importantly,  opportunities  to  manage  OHV  use  by  developing  OHV  trail  systems,  marking  roads 
and  trails,  providing  usable  maps,  identifying  OHV  trails  and  systems  and  entering  into  cooperative 
management  agreements  with  OHV  user  groups  have,  by  and  large,  been  ignored  by  most  federal 
land  managers.  Although  more  pro-active  management  is  clearly  permissible  within  the  existing 
management  plans,  a quick  search  on  the  BLM's  and  National  Forest’s  websites  indicates  that  land 
managers  more  often  choose  to  implement  parts  of  their  OHV  policy  associated  with  limitations  and 
closures. 

Suggestions: 

a)  The  agency  cannot  legitimately  address  increasing  demand  for  OHV  recreation  opportunity  by 
refusing  to  accommodate  such  demand.  Alternatives  must  prudently  provide  for  increased  OHV 
recreation  opportunities  to  meet  current  and  anticipated  demand. 

b)  The  planning  team  should  look  to  individuals  and  user  groups  for  assistance  in  identifying 
opportunities  for  OHV  recreation. 

c)  The  planning  team  should  develop  management  alternatives  that  allow  for  proactive  OHV 
management.  All  alternatives  should  include  specific  provisions  to  mark,  map  and  maintain  existing 


45 
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OHV  opportunities.  All  alternatives  should  include  instructions  to  engage  in  cooperative 
management  with  OHV  groups  and  individuals. 

d)  Alternatives  should  include  areas  where  OHV  trails  can  be  constructed  and  maintained  when 
demand  increases. 


Issue: 

When  developing  management  alternatives  the  agency  must  recognize  the  public's  desire  to  keep 
existing  opportunities  open. 


OHV’s  are  by  far  the  most  desired  and  utilized  means  to  obtain  solitude  in  nature.  Most  public  land 
visitors  strongly  favor  maintaining  exiting  roads  and  trails  open  to  disperse  use  and  address 
environmental  concerns  regardless  whether  or  not  the  road  or  trail  is  classified  by  the  agency.  The 
agency  must  recognize  that  providing  for  OHV  use  and  protecting  the  environment  means  fully 
utilizing  the  inventory  of  existing  roads  and  trails. 


46 


Suggestions: 

a)  The  public  wants  the  existing  roads  and  trails  left  open  to  vehicle  use. 

b)  The  existing  network  of  roads  and  trails  in  the  planning  area  should  be  considered  an  inventory 
with  which  to  develop  recreational  trail  systems. 

c)  The  Planning  Team  should  look  for  management  alternatives  that  provide  for  mitigation  instead 
of  closure.  Options  other  than  closure  should  be  emphasized  in  each  alternative. 

d)  Alternatives,  or  management  guidance,  directives  etc  that  require  closure  as  the  first  or  only 
option  when  resource  impacts  are  identified  should  be  avoided. 

e)  The  Planning  Team  should  carefully  consider  displaced  use.  Assuming  that  closures  are  eminent 
in  some  areas,  one  could  calculate  approximately  how  much  existing  motorized  will  be  displaced  to 
other  areas.  The  Planning  Team  should  develop  alternatives  that  allow  for  additional  access  and 
additional  recreational  opportunities  in  suitable  areas  in  order  to  properly  manage  the  displaced  use. 

f)  The  Planning  Team  should  avoid  overly  restrictive  management  prescriptions  that  limit  the  land 
manager’s  ability  to  respond  to  changing  recreational  patterns. 
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Issue: 

Agency  managers  seem  to  be  directed  to  close  as  much  public  land  as  possible  to  motorized  visitors 
by  a top  down  management  directive  that  is  conflicting  with  the  needs  of  the  public  for  multiple-use 
access  and  recreational  opportunities  and  contrary  to  the  laws  established  by  congress.  Congress  has 
not  designated  this  area  to  be  wilderness  and  existing  congressional  laws  clearly  intend  for  this  area 
to  be  managed  for  multiple-uses.  Why  are  legally  designated  multiple-use  lands  being  managed  for 
limited-use  instead  of  multiple-use?  The  top  down  closure  directive  is  in  violation  of  the  will  of  the 
people  and  in  violation  of  congressional  laws. 


48 


Issue: 

Because  of  the  excessive  closures  proposed,  motorized  recreationists  are  forced  once  again  into  a 
confrontational  position  with  the  agency  in  order  preserve  any  sort  of  reasonable  solution.  This  is 
not  our  choice  and  we  are  disadvantaged  by  being  placed  in  this  position.  We  would  prefer  to  work 
collaNrrativeiy  with  the  agency  but  once  again  the  travel  planning  process  is  being  approached  as  a 
“closure"  process.  We  are  concerned  that  this  is  a conscious  strategy  to  put  motorized  recreationists. 


Responses 


03-45:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestions.  The  BLM  recog- 
nizes that  OHV  use  on  public  lands  has  increased  sub- 
standally  in  recent  years.  Based  on  the  number  of  com- 
ments received  on  the  topic,  OHV  management  has 
emerged  as  the  major  issue  being  addressed  in  the  RMP. 
The  diversity  of  opinion  on  the  issue  also  shows  it  to  be 
the  most  contentious. 

The  proposed  action  accounts  for  increased  recreation 
demands  by  establishing  five  new  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas  (SRMA).  Lands  explicitly  managed 
for  recreation  would  increase  from  651  acres  to  79,152 
acres  which  represents  82%  of  the  BLM  lands  in  the 
planning  area.  Objectives  for  several  of  the  large  SRMAs 
specifically  prescribe  management  for  motorized  back- 
country  road  and  trail  activities.  Refer  to  Action  RC- 
D 1.1.1  and  the  area  specific  objectives  and  actions  that 
follow. 


03-46:  Thank  you  for  your 
sponses  03-124  and  03-45, 


suggestions, 
paragraph  2. 


Please  see  re- 


03-47:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-124. 


03-48:  There  are  no  excessive  closures  in  this  plan.  BLM 
has  worked  openly  with  local  motorized  recreationists 
and  they  have  participated  in  the  planning  process. 


Ufg  tte  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Comments 


48 


49 
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51 


52 


52 


53 


54 


55 


03  (Cent.) 

who  arc  largely  unorganized,  at  a disadvantage.  We  ask  that  this  concern  be  adequately  addressed 
and  that  significant  changes  be  made  to  the  procedures  in  order  to  eliminate  this  disadvantage. 

Issue: 

All  of  the  existing  motorized  routes  are  very  important  resources  to  us.  For  example,  we  have 
enjoyed  trips  to  project  area  and  these  have  usually  been  extended  weekend  trips  that  arc  special 
events  for  us.  We  have  ridden  over  most  of  the  open  routes  in  the  project  area  and  have  thoroughly 
enjoyed  them  but  we  could  not  accurately  draw  lines  on  a map  to  describe  where  we  have  been  and 
what  routes  we  want  to  remain  open.  We  are  puzzled  by  this  requirement.  We  have  never  hud  to 
identify  and  inventory  backpacking  routes  that  we  wish  to  remain  open.  Additionally,  most 
motorized  recreationists  do  not  have  the  expertise  or  equipment  required  to  provide  a 
comprehensive  inventory  of  roads  and  trails.  We  are  very  concerned  about  the  burden  and 
disadvantage  that  is  placed  on  motorized  recreationists  by  this  procedure  and  we  request  that  it  be 
changed. 

Issue: 

We  are  very  concerned  that  motorized  recreationisls  must  identify  and  inventory  specific  routes  that 
we  want  to  remain  open.  These  resources  are  there  now  and  they  are  being  used  by  the  public  and  in 
almost  all  cases,  it  is  entirely  reasonable  type  and  level  of  use.  Motorized  recreationists  should  not 
have  to  identify  and  inventory  motorized  routes  as  part  of  the  process.  This  is  the  work  of  the 
agency.  No  other  visitor  group  is  saddled  with  this  requirement.  Our  concern  is  that  the  agency  is 
using  public  involvement  in  a discriminatory  way  to  establish  which  motorized  routes  will  remain 
open.  For  example,  the  Forest  Service  has  concluded  that  the  level  of  use  by  motorcycles  is  low 
based  on  the  level  of  public  participation  in  the  EA  process.  'I'here  is  no  actual  data  or  comparison 
of  motorcycle  use  to  hiking  use  or  direct  discussion  with  motorized  recrealionists  to  substantiate 
this. 

Issue: 

We  respectfully  maintain  that  the  agency  can  not  establish  the  motorized  routes  to  remain  open 
based  solely  on  formal  written  public  input  because  the  process  did  not  have  a high  enough  level  of 
participation  by  motorized  recreationists  to  develop  meaningful  input.  Therefore,  the  needs  of 
motorized  recreationists  are  not  adequately  or  accurately  represented.  Our  comments  submitted 
during  the  EA  further  explain  why  this  condition  exists  but  basically  the  process,  as  practiced,  is 
overw’helming  and  intimidating  to  the  public.  There  are  ways  to  more  directly  involve  motorized 
recreationists  including  interviews  at  club  meetings  and  interviews  on  the  trails  and  at  trailheads. 
Continuing  to  use  the  practice  of  formal  written  comments  to  establish  the  need  for  motorized  routes 
will  leave  motorized  recreationists  with  only  a few  main  roads  and  with  no  high  quality  motorized 
trails.  We  object  to  this  process  and  respectfully  request  that  it  be  corrected.  Additionally,  the 
current  practice  is  discriminatory  because  non-motorized  recreationisls  are  not  required  to  submit 
written  formal  comments  that  identify  and  defend  each  and  every  recreational  opportunity  that  they 
want  to  enjoy  in  the  future.  Again,  we  respectfully  ask  that  this  practice  be  corrected. 

Issue: 

Similar  to  non-motorized  recreationists,  motorized  recreationists  also  like  plenty  of  dispersed 
recreational  opportunities  and  the  current  trend  is  limiting  motorized  recreationists  to  a very  few 
locations.  Additionally,  eliminating  dispersed  motorized  recreational  opportunities  and 

dre  a locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  en  vironmentat  protection  and  education. 
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concentrating  the  few  remaining  motonzed  recreational  opportunities  in  relatively  small  areas 
signifieantly  increases  negative  impacts  on  both  the  natural  and  human  environments  to  the  point 
that  the  impacts  become  unacceptable  and  this  trend  is  neither  reasonable  nor  equitable. 

Issue: 

Motorized  recreationists  endorsed  and  accepted  millions  of  acres  of  area  restriction  under  the  Off- 
Highway  Vehicle  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Proposed  Plan  Amendment  for  Montana, 
North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota  (3-State  OHV)  decision  as  a positive  action  to  control 
environmental  impacts.  We  accepted  area  restriction  and  not  area  closure.  Area  closure  is 
permanent.  Area  restriction  allows  flexibility  as  needed  to  address  site  specific  conditions.  Each 
motorized  road  and  trail  exists  because  it  serves  some  multiple-use  need.  Every  road  and  trail  is 
important  to  some  individual  for  some  purpose.  Each  motorized  road  and  trail  must  have  adequate 
site-specific  analysis  to  determine  all  of  its  values  including  motorized  recreational  value. 

Motorized  recreationists  gave  up  97%  of  the  area  covered  under  both  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  3- 
State  ROD  as  the  ultimate  mitigation  so  that  we  would  continue  to  have  use  of  existing  motorized 
routes  that  cover  or  provide  access  to  an  area  estimated  at  less  than  3%  of  the  total  project  area. 

Now  we  have  been  given  almost  no  credit  for  that  action  and  have  only  been  penalized  for  our  past 
cooperation  by  current  resource  management  plans,  forest  plans  and  travel  plans  that  seek  to  close 
50%  to  75%  of  the  remaining  routes.  This  outcome  was  not  part  of  the  3-State  agreement  and  this 
level  of  closure  is  not  acceptable  to  us  for  that  reason.  The  3-State  agreement  was  not  made  with  the 
intention  of  massive  closures  beyond  that  agreement.  We  ask  that  all  BLM  and  Forest  Service 
actions  include  proper  recognition  of  the  agreement  behind  the  3-State  OHV  decision  that  included 
continued  use  of  the  existing  networks  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  without  massive  motorized 
closures. 

Issue: 

Requiring  motorized  visitors  to  identify  and  inventory  roads  and  trails  is  seen  as  part  of  a strategy  to 
reduce  the  number  of  motoriz.ed  routes  because  tbe  public  cannot  undertake  this  huge  effort. 
Additionally,  the  3-State  OHV  decision  required  that  site-specific  planning  be  analyzed  at  a number 
of  different  scales  and  across  different  boundaries.  Site  specific  planning  includes  an  adequate 
evaluation  by  the  agency  of  all  of  the  impacts  being  experienced  by  motorized  recreationists 
including  motorcycle  trail  riders  in  both  the  project  area  and  the  surrounding  region.  The  scale  and 
boundaries  of  impacts  being  experienced  by  motorized  recreationists  are  discussed  in  throughout 
these  comments.  Site  specific  analysis  was  an  important  part  of  the  3-State  OHV  decision  and  was 
discussed  many  times  in  that  document.  The  agency  should  commit  the  resources  and  has  an 
obligation  to  evaluate  the  needs  of  OHV  recreationists  at  a least  the  same  level  of  detail  as  key 
wildlife  and  natural  resource  areas.  Site  specific  analysis  includes  adequate  identification  and 
inventory  of  all  existing  motorized  routes  and  adequate  evaluation  of  the  public’s  need  for  those 
routes.  An  example  of  adequate  site  specific  analysis  to  be  used  as  a guideline  are  the  comments 
dated  May  I,  2004  and  prepared  by  John  Borg  for  the  Caribou  Travel  Plan  Revision.  A copy  of 
these  comments  can  be  obtained  from  the  project  record  for  the  Caribou  Travel  Plan  Revision  or  at 
www.mtvra.com. 

Issue: 

Another  example  of  predisposition  in  the  current  setting  includes  the  fact  that  motorized 
recreationists  endorsed  and  accepted  millions  of  acres  of  area  closure  under  the  3-Slatc  OHV 

W^sre  a locally  supported  association  wnose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
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Responses 


03-49:  Please  refer  t(j  Chapter  5 for  an  accurate  description 
of  the  public  collaboration  and  outreach  opportunities 
that  the  BLM  made  available  in  development  of  the 
RMP/EIS. 


03-50:  Please  see  response  03-49. 


03-51:  Please  see  responses  03-17  and  03-49. 


03-52:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-53:  This  setdement  does  not  pertain  to  lands  within  the 
CDAFO. 


03-54:  Please  see  responses  03-48  and  03-53. 


*\ 


03-55:  Please  see  response  03-53. 
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03  (Com.) 

decision  as  a pK^siiivc  action  to  contml  impacts  but  we  have  not  been  given  credit  for  that  action  and 
ha%e  only  been  penalized  tor  our  past  cooperation  and  initiative.  The  preferred  alternative  must 
adequately  consider  that  past  cooperation  and  it  must  move  in  a direction  that  gives  motorized 
rccreaiionists  credit  for  their  cixipcration  mid  the  environmental  improvements  that  resulted. 


56 


Issue: 

ITic  3*State  OHV  EIS  and  the  new  National  OHV  Policy  describe  the  second  level  of  planning 
involving  the  analysis  and  implementation  of  management  practices  referred  to  as  "site-specific" 
planning.  Site  specific  planning  detailed  information  including  the  location,  condition,  and  current 
uses  of  indi\'idual  roads  and  trails,  and  the  identification  of  when  and  where  individual  roads  and 
trails  will  be  open  or  closed  to  various  types  of  use.  We  supported  the  restriction  of  cross-country 
travel  because  we  felt  the  document  assured  the  identification  of  on  the  ground  trails  and  their 
consideration  as  designated  routes.  Currently  in  Montana,  the  only  forest  to  conduct  an  inventory 
that  includes  adequate  detail  and  includes  trails  that  are  current  routes  on  the  ground  is  the  Lewis 
and  Clark  National  Forest  in  the  Little  Bell  Range.  Adequate  site  specific  planning  as  outlined 
above  must  be  provided  as  part  of  this  project. 


57 


Issue: 

A reasonable  test  of  significance  of  impacts  from  motorized  closures  on  motorized  recreationists 
must  be  used.  .A  reasonable  test  would  include  evaluation  of  indicators  including: 

1 . W'here  else  can  motorized  recreaiionists  go  within  a reasonable  distance  and  with  equal 
recreation  value? 

2.  Do  motorized  recreationists  have  an  adequate  selection  of  the  recreational  resources  with  the 
proposed  motorized  closure(s)? 

3.  Wliat  is  the  balance  of  recreational  opportunities  in  the  area  and  region  as  demonstrated  by 
the  information  developed  from  the  outline  shown  in  Table  1? 

4.  Are  the  existing  motorized  recreational  opportunities  sufficient  for  the  needs  of  the  public? 

5.  Are  there  documented  user  conflict  and  can  the  recreational  resources  be  reasonably  shared? 

6.  W'hat  are  the  cumulative  effects  of  this  motorized  closure  combined  with  all  other  motorized 
closures? 


Issue: 

In  order  to  adequately  evaluate  and  disclose  motorized  and  non-motorized  recreational  resource  and 
opportunity  information  to  the  public,  the  following  information  using  tables  and  maps  must  be  used 
and  presented  in  an  accurate  and  concise  manner. 

Table  1 

Comparison  of  Non-motorized  and  Motorized  Opportunities 

1 . the  miles  of  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities  available  in  the  project  area  including 
all  possible  cross-country  routes  and  the  number  of  acres  available  for  cross-country  non- 
motorized  recreation  under  the  existing  condition, 

2.  the  miles  of  roads  and  trails  and  number  of  acres  to  be  closed  to  non-motorized  recreationists 
in  the  proposed  condition, 

3.  the  miles  of  existing  motorized  roads,  atv  trails,  and  motorcycle  trails  in  the  project  area 
meeting  the  3-States  OHV  decision  definitions. 


58 
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4.  the  acres  within  the  project  area  open  to  motorized  recreationists  under  existing  and 
proposed  conditions, 

5.  the  percent  of  motorized  and  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities  in  the  project  area. 

6.  the  miles  of  atv  trails,  motorcycle  trails  and  roads  and  acres  closed  to  motorized 
recreationists  under  both  existing  and  proposed  conditions, 

7.  the  cumulative  miles  of  roads,  atv  trails,  motorcycle  trails  meeting  the  3-State  OHV 
definitions  and  number  of  acres  closed  to  motorized  recreationists  over  the  past  35  years  at  5 
year  intervals  in  both  the  project  area  and  regional  area. 


Once  this  information  is  adequately  and  concisely  presented,  one  can  easily  see  that  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  are  limited  in  the  existing  condition  and  then  severely  reduced  in  the 
proposed  condition.  This  information  must  be  presented  in  order  to  understand  the  significant 
imbalance  of  recreational  opportunities  that  exists  and  the  decision  is  deficient  without  this 
information. 


59 


Issue: 

The  evaluation  of  a balance  of  opportunities  should  also  include  an  accounting  and  comparison  of 
facilities  including  trailhead  facilities  at  wilderness  areas  versus  trailhead  facilities  at  OHV  areas. 
Most  wilderness  trailhead  facilities  include  parking  lots,  horse  handling  facilities,  kiosks  with 
information,  campgrounds,  and  restrooms  and  they  are  funded  without  any  direct  connection  to  the 
users.  Motorized  recreationists  generate  more  than  adequate  gas  tax  and  OHV  sticker  revenues  (over 
$500,000  in  FY  2003  in  Montana,  FWP  OHV  program  and  RTF)  but  have  few  facilities  to  show  for 
it  versus  a great  need  for  facilities.  Additionally,  another  $31 1,274  that  was  designated  for 
motorized  programs  and  that  could  have  been  spent  on  badly  needed  motorized  recreational 
facilities  were  instead  spent  on  non-motorized  facilities.  We  request  an  adequate  evaluation  and 
consideration  of  these  imbalances  be  made  part  of  this  project  and  actions  taken  that  will  correct 
these  imbalances. 
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Issue: 

The  reason  often  given  by  the  agency  that  motorized  trail  projects  including  those  using  OHV  grant 
money  cannot  be  undertaken  is  that  there  is  a current  travel  planning  process  under  way  or  one  about 
to  begin  or  that  NEPA  compliance  must  be  undertaken.  There  is  a continuous  cycle  of  travel 
planning  undertaken  and  the  public  is  not  able  to  undertake  NEPA  compliance.  The  result  is  that 
motorized  RTP  funding  is  often  under-utilized.  At  the  same  time,  there  is  a tremendous  need  to 
projects  on  motorized  routes.  We  need  to  find  a way  to  break  this  Catch-22  situation. 


61 


Issue: 

Because  of  the  cumulative  negative  effects  of  the  motorized  closure  trend,  the  resource  base  for 
motorized  recreationists  is  generally  be  reduced  to  a limited  number  of  motorized  routes  and  the 
lesser  used  routes  are  becoming  hard  to  find  and,  therefore,  they  must  be  considered  invaluable  to 
motorized  reCTeationists.  The  level  of  use  should  be  evaluated  along  the  logic  that  the  most  valuable 
motorized  routes  now  days  are  the  ones  that  are  remote  and  see  less  use.  Therefore,  barely  visible  2- 
Irack  roads  and  single-track  trails  arc  invaluable  to  motorized  recreationists  and  must  be  evaluated 
as  such.  It  is  not  fair  that  motorized  recreationists  practice  “tread  lightly”  principles  and  are  then 
penalized  for  that  practice.  This  is  another  example  of  predisposition. 


Responses 


(^3-56:  The  3-State  OHV  EIS  does  not  apply  to  Idaho. 


03-57:  Please  see  response  03-124  and  the  documents 
there  referenced. 


03-58:  This  RMP  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with 
specifications  described  in  BLM’s  Land  Use  Planning 
Handbook  (H-1601-1).  Documentation  at  the  level  of 
detail  requested  by  the  commenter  is  beyond  the  require- 
ments for  a programmatic  planning  document  such  as 
this. 


03-59:  This  comment  relates  to  wilderness  management. 
Forest  Service  and  State  of  Montana  issues.  All  are  out- 
side the  scope  of  the  RMP. 


03-60:  Please  see  response  03-59. 


03-61:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


ll/e  are  a iocaur  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  traiis  for  aii 
recreationists  through  responsibie  environmentai  protection  and  education. 
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03  (Cont.) 

Issue; 

Throughout  this  document  we  may  refer  to  motorcycle  trail  riders  and  atv  riders  as  motorized 
recrcationists  because  the  relationship  between  them  are  inter-twined.  For  example,  many  trails  that 
were  once  single-track  have  become  atv  trails.  Additionally,  the  trend  of  motorized  trail  closures 
aflects  all  OMV  recreationists  and  puts  additional  demands  on  the  few  motorized  recreational 
opportunities  that  remain.  However,  motorized  single-track  trails  are  a uniquely  dilTerent  resource 
and  experience  compared  to  atv  trails  and  must  be  recognized  as  such. 


63 


Issue: 

Existing  single-track  trails  or  potential  single-track  trails  were  not  adequately  identified  and 
included  in  the  project.  There  are  many  single-track  "cow"  trails  that  motorcycle  trail  riders  could 
use  in  the  project  area.  It  is  critical  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  existing  motorized  single-track 
trails.  Single-track  trails  offer  a highly  desirable  experience  for  trail  bike  riders,  equestrians,  hikers, 
and  bicyclists.  They  offer  a different,  more  primitive  experience  than  ATV  trails  or  forest  roads. 


Issue: 

As  part  of  the  planning  process,  the  agency  is  requiring  motorized  recreationists  to  provide  an 
inventory  of  motorized  routes  that  are  important  to  them.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  motorized 
recreationists  to  inventory  ail  existing  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities 
that  they  would  like  to  use  over  the  course  of  a lifetime.  For  example,  motorized  recreationists  may 
be  planning  to  visit  an  area  that  is  200  miles  away  for  a week  long  summer  vacation  to  enjoy 
motorized  routes  or  we  know  people  from  several  hundred  miles  away  that  routinely  hunt  in  the  fall 
and  use  many  of  the  primitive  roads  and  trails  within  the  project  area.  They  are  not  aware  of  the 
planning  process  and,  even  if  they  did,  would  not  be  able  to  inventory  all  of  the  primitive  roads  that 
they  use.  They  simply  expect  the  agency  to  look  after  their  needs  and  that  these  motorized  access 
and  recreational  resources  will  always  be  there  for  them.  They  will  be  extremely  disappointed  when 
they  go  out  to  their  favorite  hunting  camp  and  find  50%  of  the  access  closed.  This  is  also  an 
example  of  why  the  results  of  travel  planning  are  generally  poorly  supported  by  the  public. 

Under  the  current  process  if  motorized  recreationists  are  not  involved  in  the  planning  process  for 
that  area  they  will  undoubtedly  lose  use  of  one-half  of  the  existing  routes  and  be  extremely 
disappointed  when  they  do  visit  in  the  future.  Given  the  significant  number  of  actions  as 
demonstrated  in  Table  2,  it  is  impossible  for  motorized  recreationists  to  participate  in  each  action 
and  provide  inventories  of  routes  for  each  action,  so  motorized  recreationists  are  destined  to  lose 
because  the  agency  will  not  adequately  consider  our  needs  unless  we  provide  inventories  of  routes. 
Again,  a significant  predisposition  exists  because  the  needs  of  non-motorized  recreationists  are 
given  significant  consideration  without  the  requirement  for  inventories  and  identification  of 
resources,  i.e.  non-motorized  recreationists  are  not  subjected  to  the  same  requirement  to  identify 
trails  now  in  order  to  keep  them  open  for  future  use  and  generations. 


65 


Issue: 

The  amount  of  use  that  a route  receives  is  not  a criterion  for  non-motorized  routes  (see  later 
comment  about  solitude  on  CONST)  and  should  not  be  a requirement  for  motorized  routes. 
Solitude,  challenging,  and  remote  motorized  routes  are  highly  valued  by  motorized  recreationists 
also. 


03-62;  All  alternatives  designate  trails  for  two-wheeled 
vehicles  to  provide  this  opptjrtunity. 


03-63:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-64:  Please  see  responses  03-17  and  03-49. 


03-65:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


66 


We  dre  a locally  supported  association  wpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  andeducation. 
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Issue: 

The  document  and  decision  must  clearly  disclose  on  maps  and  tables  and  summaries  all  existing 
areas,  and  existing  roads  and  trails  that  would  be  closed  to  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreationists.  Summaries  should  include  overall  closures  percentages.  Otherwise  public  disclosure 
has  not  been  adequately  provided  and  the  public  will  not  be  informed  and  the  public  including 
motorized  recreationists  will  not  be  able  to  adequately  participate  and  comment. 


67 


Issue: 

The  document  and  decision  makers  must  prove  by  use  of  facts  and  data  and  without  reasonable 
doubt  that  the  claimed  improvements  to  the  natural  environment  are  significant  enough  to  justify  the 
significant  impact  on  the  human  environment  associated  with  the  closure  of  motorized  routes.  There 
must  be  a measurable  and  significant  improvement.  Additionally,  there  must  be  monitoring  to 
backup  the  claimed  improvements  to  the  natural  environment. 


68 


Issue: 

All  of  the  motorized  routes  that  are  important  to  the  public  cannot  be  identified  by  clubs  and 
individuals.  Everyone  that  visits  our  public  lands  has  a special  road  or  trail  that  they  like  to  visit. 
Getting  everyone  to  participate  and  identify  all  of  these  routes  is  neither  practical  nor  reasonable.  All 
of  the  existing  routes  exist  because  they  are  important  access  and  recreational  opportunities. 
Therefore,  all  existing  routes  without  significant  environmental  considered  as  the  preferred 
alternative.  Additionally,  all  available  mitigation  measures  must  be  adequately  considered  for  those 
routes  with  environmental  concerns.  We  strongly  support  mitigation  before  motorized  closure  and. 
in  fairness  to  the  public,  encourage  the  agency  to  adopt  this  policy  also. 


Issue: 

Due  to  the  trend  of  motoriz.ed  closure  after  motorized  closure,  the  prevailing  question  is  not  will  we 
lose  access  and  recreation  opportunities  but  rather  how  much  will  we  lose  in  each  action.  Motorized 
recreationists  are  the  only  group  to  lose  in  every  action  on  local,  regional  and  national  levels,  yet  the 
cumulative  negative  effect  of  this  significant  negative  impact  has  never  been  tabulated  or  addressed. 
This  obvious  predisposition  must  be  adequately  addressed.  The  magnitude  of  these  undisclosed 
cumulative  negative  impacts  on  multiple-use  interest  including  motorized  recreationists  has 
increased  to  the  point  where  the  livelihood  and  recreation  of  nearly  everyone  has  been  significantly 
impacted  yet  an  adequate  assessment  has  not  been  conducted  nor  included  in  the  decision-making. 
Allowing  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  closure  trend  to  continue  over  and  over  without  any 
consideration  of  impacts  or  mitigation  will  certainly  allow  the  cumulative  effects  to  eliminate  any 
meaningful  motorized  recreation.  The  burden  of  establishing  the  cumulative  negative  effect  of  all 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  closures  should  not  fall  on  motorized  recreationists. 
Table  2 is  a partial  listing  of  projects  that  have  had  a negative  impact  on  motorized  recreationists. 
All  of  the.se  actions  and  others  must  be  included  in  the  tabulation  and  evaluation  of  cumulative 
negative  effects  on  motorized  recreationists.  Most  of  these  projects  have  not  adequately  disclosed 
the  true  number  of  miles  of  roads  and  trails  and  recreational  opportunities  that  were  in  use  by  the 
public  and  then  clo.sed  to  motorized  use  as  part  of  their  implementation.  This  lack  of  disclosure  is 
not  acceptable  and  we  request  that  the  lack  of  disclosure  be  addressed  by  establishing  the  true 
magnitude  and  cumulative  negative  effect  of  all  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational 
closures.  When  tabulated,  this  cumulative  negative  effect  must  be  considered  in  the  evaluation  and 


03-66:  Please  see  Volume 
RMP/EIS,  Maps  25-40. 


Ill  of  the  Draft  Coeur  d’Alene 


03-67:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


V 

03-68:  Please  see  responses  03-17  and  03-49. 


03-69;  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 


We  are  a locally  supported  association  umose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  en  vironmental  protection  and  education. 
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Comments 


Responses 


69 


03  (Cont.) 

dccision-makini!  tor  this  action.  Additionally,  adequate  mitigation  must  now  be  implemented  li) 
counter  the  cumulative  negative  etYects  that  motorized  recreationists  have  experienced. 


70 


Issue: 

It  the  loss  of  motorized  routes  cannot  be  mitigated  within  the  project  area,  then  a Motorized  Access 
and  Recreation  Mitigation  Bank  must  be  established.  Iliis  mitigation  bank  would  keep  an  overall 
accounting  of  the  miles  and  acres  of  motorized  access  and  recreational  opportunities  closed  and  the 
new  motorized  access  and  recreational  opportunities  created  to  ofTsel  that  loss.  It  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  a cooperative  group  of  public  land  management  agencies  to  monitor  the  balance 
sheet  and  work  towards  no  net  loss/closure  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  Similar  to 
other  mitigation  banks,  motorized  access  and  routes  closed  to  motorized  use  would  be  replaced  with 
equivalent  routes  on  a one  to  one  basis.  Where  equivalent  routes  cannot  be  found,  then  mitigation 
would  be  provided  at  2 to  4 times  the  length  of  the  closed  route.  Where  equivalent  access  and/or 
areas  cannot  be  found,  then  mitigation  would  be  applied  at  2 to  4 times  the  area  closed  depending  on 
the  quality  of  the  closed  route  or  area. 


71 


Issue: 

The  cumulative  negative  etYects  of  more  restrictive  travel  plan  decisions  include  the  concentration 
of  use  on  fewer  miles  of  road  and  trail,  such  that  irafYic  density  is  increased  and  recreation 
enjoyment  is  reduced.  Travel  decisions  afYecting  public  lands  that  restrict  motorized  recreation  in 
one  area  may  consequently  increase  motorized  use  in  another  where  site-specific  travel  plans  are  not 
yet  in  place.  Cumulatively  then,  this  "leapfrog"  etYect  may  increase  resource  damage,  create  more 
law  enforcement  problems,  generate  discord  between  motorized  and  non-molorized  recreationists, 
and  make  future  site-specific  travel  planning  more  difficult.  This  cumulative  negative  efYecl  must  be 
adequately  considered  as  part  of  this  project. 


Issue: 

The  list  of  projects  in  Table  2 demonstrates  that  motorized  routes  are  all  too  commonly  closed  for 
exclusive  non-motorized  use.  The  proposed  action  continues  this  massive  trend.  The  Forest  Service 
looks  out  for  the  interests  and  needs  of  non-molorized  interests  and  is  willing  to  create  many  miles 
of  new  non-molorized  trails  as  demonstrated  by  a number  of  projects  such  as  the  CDNST.  We 
request  the  same  cooperation  between  the  Forest  Service  and  a recreation  group  be  extended  to 
motorized  recreationists.  We  request  that  the  Forest  Service  provide  the  same  attention  to  our  needs. 
Now  it  is  time  for  a route  to  be  closed  for  exclusive  use  by  motorcycles.  We  request  that  trails  be 
closed  for  exclusive  use  by  OH  Vs  and  that  100  miles  of  new  motorized  recreational  opportunity  be 
created  as  a demonstration  of  equal  opportunity. 


73 


Issue: 

There  are  very  ferv  good  examples  of  OHV  trail  systems  in  most  national  forest  and  BLM  managed 
lands.  However,  3 OHV  systems  should  be  mentioned  as  good  examples  of  the  types  of  systems  that 
should  be  developed  and  include  Danskin  Mountain  in  the  Boise  National  Forest 
(hltp://w'ww.fs.fed.us/r4/boiset'conditions/Danskin  closure-map, pdf).  South  Fork  Boise  River  in  the 
Boise  and  Sawtooth  National  Forests,  Winom-Frazier  in  the  UmatillaAVhitman  National  Forest, 
Prospect  in  the  Rogue  River  National  Forest,  and  Paiute  in  the  Fishlake  National  Forest  and  BLM 
lands.  In  order  to  meet  the  public’s  need  for  motorized  recreational  opportunities,  every  national 
forest  and  BLM  district  should  have  a number  of  OHV  systems  comparable  to  these  examples. 


03-70:  There  is  no  such  requirement  by  law,  regulation,  or 
policy. 


03-71:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 


03-72:  Comment  is  directed  towards  USFS,  not  BLM. 


03-73:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


74 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  utiose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue; 

The  process  is  predisposed  because  without  adequately  considering  the  needs  of  the  public  it 
immediately  proposes  to  add  to  the  vast  opportunities  for  non-motorized  recreationists  that  are  not 
over-used  and  further  impacts  multiple-use  visitors,  who  make  up  97.45%  of  the  visitors  by  further 
limiting  their  recreational  opportunities.  It  has  now  reached  the  point  now  where  multiple-use 
recreationists  do  not  have  an  equal  opportunity  to  enjoy  our  public  lands.  Multiple-use  recreationists 
feel  like  they  are  being  treated  as  second  class  citizens.  It  is  bad  public  policy  when  that  policy 
affects  97%  of  the  public  in  a negative  way. 


Issue: 

The  prevailing  trend  of  the  past  35±  years  has  been  to 
convert  large  areas  of  federally  managed  lands  in  the 
project  area  and  region  from  multiple-use  lands  to 
wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-use  lands  which  is 
direct  contradiction  to  the  number  of  visitors  and  their 
needs.  How  many  “land  of  many  uses”  signs  do  you  see 
anymore?  The  remaining  multiple-use  areas  are  the  only 
areas  where  most  of  the  public  can  access  and  experience 
our  public  lands.  Therefore,  the  remaining  multiple-use  lands  must  remain  open  for  multiple-use. 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  in  order  to  adequately  and  reasonably  meet  the  needs  of 
97.45%  of  the  public. 


Issue: 

The  greatest  communal  need  for  public  lands  is  for  multiple-use  opportunities.  We  promote 
management  for  multiple-use  because  it  allows  everybody  to  enjoy  the  resources  and  it  also 
promotes  sharing  and  non-polarization  of  visitors.  Other  management  schemes  promote  non-sharing 
and  polarization  of  visitors.  Non-sharing  of  multiple-use  lands  is  not  an  acceptable  concept.  We  can 
solve  more  problems  by  resisting  non-sharing  and  polarization  and  working  together. 


76 


The  most  equitable  management  of  public  lands  is  for  multiple-uses.  Congress  has  recognized  this 
need  with  many  laws  including  the  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  (16  U.S.C.  528  et 
seq.)  and  National  Forest  Management  Act  of  1976.  Multiple-Use  was  defined  as  “The  management 
of  all  the  variou.i  renewable  surface  resources  of  the  national  forests  .so  that  they  are  utilized  in  the 
combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  American  people...  Outdoor  recreation  is  the  first 
stated  purpose  of  the  act.  Note  that  the  pre-Columbian  management  scheme  has  not  been  enacted 
by  Congress.  Therefore,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service  have  a responsibility  to 
provide  recreational  opportunities  that  meet  the  needs  of  the  public  just  as  government  entities 
provide  road,  water  and  wastewater  systems  that  meet  the  needs  of  the  public. 


Public  Law  88-657  states  that  “the  Congress  hereby  finds  and  declares  lhal  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  an  adequate  system  of  roads  and  trails  within  and  near  the  national  forests  and 
other  lands  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  is  essential  if  increasing  demands  for  timber, 
recreation,  and  other  uses  of  such  lands  are  to  he  met:  that  the  existence  of  such  a system  would 
have  the  effect,  among  other  things,  of  increasing  the  value  of  timber  and  other  resources  tributary 
to  such  roads,  and  that  such  a sy.stem  is  essential  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter 

U/e  are  a tocatty  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  traits  for  an 
recreat/onists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-74:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-75:  The  BLM  manages  no  wilderness  in  the  planning 
area.  The  BLM  does  have  the  responsibility  to  man- 
age wilderness  study  areas  in  accordance  with  BLM 
Handbook  H-8550-1,  Interim  Management  Policy  for 
Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP)  undl  such  time  as 
Congress  acts  to  designate  them  as  wilderness  or  release 
them  from  further  consideration.  The  basic  interim 
management  standard  is  termed  the  “non-impairment” 
standard  and  says  WSAs  shall  be  managed  “in  a manner 
so  as  not  to  impair  the  suitability  of  such  areas  for  preser- 
vation as  wilderness”  (p.  2).  “Management  to  the  non- 
impairment standard  does  not  mean  that  the  lands  viU  be 
managed  as  though  they  had  already  been  designated  as 
wilderness”  (p.  5).  The  IMP  says  with  regard  to  motor 
vehicle  use,  “Mechanical  transport,  including  all  motor- 
ized devices  as  well  as  trail  and  mountain  bikes  may  only 
be  allowed  on  existing  ways  ...(p.  16).  Also,  “Some  lands 
under  wilderness  review  may  contain  minor  facilities  that 
were  found  in  the  wilderness  inventory  process  to  be 
substantially  unnoticeable.  For  example,  these  may  in- 
clude primitive  vehicle  routes  (“ways”)  and  livestock 
developments.  There  is  nothing  in  this  IMP  that  requires 
such  facilities  to  be  removed  or  discontinued.  On  the 
contrary,  they  may  be  used  and  maintained  as  before,  as 
long  as  this  does  not  cause  new  impacts  that  would  im- 
pair the  area’s  wilderness  suitability”  (p.  12).  The  pro- 
posed action  continues  to  limit  motorized  uses  to  desig- 
nated trails  within  the  wilderness  study  areas. 


03-76:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  (^5-24. 


Proposed  Cotur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  P.nvironmental  Impact  Statement 
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Comments 


Responses 


03  (Cont.) 

called  the  Secretary)  to  provide  for  intensive  use,  protection,  development,  and  management  of 
these  lands  under  principles  of  multiple  use  and  smtained  yield  of products  and  services. 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  states  that  "(7)  goals  and 
objectives  he  established  by  law  as  guidelines  for  public  land  u.se  planning,  and  that  management 
be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  unless  otherwise  specified  by  law;  and,  (c)  In  the 
development  and  revision  of  land  use  plans,  the  Secretary  shall  — (I)  use  and  observe  the  principles 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  set  forth  in  this  and  other  applicable  law: 


The  BLM  Strategic  Plan  FY  2000  to  2005  states  that:  ‘To  achieve  this  mission,  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  follows  these  principles:  Manage  natural  resources  for  multiple  use  and  long-term 
value,  recognizing  that  the  mix  of permitted  and  allowable  u.ses  will  vary  from  area  to  area  and 
over  time.** 


76 


Multiple-use  management  goals  are  the  only  goals  that  will  “best  meet  the  needs”  of  the  public  and 
provide  for  equal  program  deliver>’  to  all  citizens  including  motorized  visitors.  All  of  visitors  have 
a responsibility  to  accept  and  promote  diversity  of  recreation  on  public  lands.  Diversity  of 
recreation  opportunities  can  only  be  accomplished  through  management  for  multiple-uses  and 
reasonable  coexistence  among  visitors.  Multiple-use  lands  must  be  managed  for  shared-use  versus 
segregated-use  or  exclusive-use. 


A significant  closing  of  roads  and  motorized  trails  in  the  project  area  is  not  consistent  with  meeting 
the  needs  of  the  public  and  the  goals  of  Multiple-Use  Management  as  directed  under  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA).  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  and  P.L. 
88-657.  Why  are  legally  designated  multiple-use  lands  being  managed  for  limited-use  instead  of 
multiple-use?  This  is  a significant  issue  and  must  be  adequately  addressed.  The  cumulative  negative 
effects  of  other  proposed  and  enacted  federal  land  management  policies  have  resulted  in  a 
significant  reduction  of  multiple-use  and  OHV  recreation  opportunities.  The  result  has  been  a 
significant  conversion  of  multiple-use  areas  to  exclusive  non-motorized  areas.  We  request 
compliance  with  multiple-use  policies  and  laws  and  a preferred  alternative  that  will  support  these 
policies  and  laws  and  the  needs  of  the  public 


Issue: 

Beginning  in  the  early  1 970’s,  Congress  and  the  American  people  began  a debate  on  whether  or  not 
to  change  national  policy  for  vast  areas  of  the  west  known  as  "public  lands".  Congress  wanted  to 
change  the  policy  from  "disposal"  to  "retention".  This  policy  shift  meant  the  Federal  government 
would  stop  holding  lands  until  they  were  sold  (or  otherwise  transferred  to  the  states),  and  would 
retain  and  manage  the  lands  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public. 

Many  citizens  and  especially  those  in  western  states  were  concerned.  Entire  communities  relied 
upon  access  to  resources  existing  on  adjacent  public  lands.  Indeed,  western  custom  and  culture  grew 
from  a tradition  of  open  access  and  use  of  public  lands.  Many  felt  the  "retention"  policy  would 
unduly  influence  the  lives  and  livelihoods  of  citizens  in  the  west. 

In  1 976,  Congress  struck  an  agreement  with  the  western  states.  The  basic  agreement  was  that  the 
western  states  would  not  oppose  the  retention  of  these  lands  if  the  Federal  Government  would 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  copose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  tprougP  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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manage  them  under  multiple  use/sustained  yield  principles,  protect  valid  existing  rights,  limit 
wilderness  review  and  consider  the  needs  and  concerns  of  adjacent  communities  when  formulating 
land  use  plans.  Thus  the  FLPMA  (Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act)  was  adopted. 

There  are  4 important  elements  within  FLPMA: 

First,  and  very  important,  was  the  mandate  to  manage  lands  under  the  principles  of  Multiple  Use. 
The  Section  202,  subsection  (c)(1),  specifically  requires  development  and  revision  of  land  use  plans 
on  the  basis  of  "principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield."  FLPMA  section  102(a)(7)  also 
specifically  requires  that  goals  and  objectives  be  established  by  law  as  guidelines  for  public  land  use 
planning,  and  that  management  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  unless  otherwise 
specified  by  law. 

Second  was  the  preservation  of  valid  existing  rights,  including  grazing  rights,  mining  claims,  oil  and 
gas  leases,  water  rights  and  rights  of  access  granted  pursuant  to  R.S.  2477.  Therefore,  the  R.S.  2477 
law  is  a very  important  and  germane  issue  for  this  project. 


77 


The  third  element  was  specific  instructions  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  formulate  land  use 
plans  that  are  consistent  with  State  and  local  plans  "...to  the  maximum  extent  he  finds  consistent 
with  Federal  law  and  the  purposes  of  this  Act."  This  element  includes  provisions  to  coordinate  land 
use  inventory,  planning  and  management  activities  not  only  with  other  federal  agencies,  but 
.specifically  with  agencies  of  the  State  and  local  government. 


The  fourth  element  of  FLPMA  consists  of  very  specific  instructions  regarding  Wilderness.  Those 
instructions  are  contained  in  Section  603  of  FLPMA,  wherein  Congress  instructed  the  agency  to 
inventory  all  of  their  lands,  identify  which  were  definitely  not  of  wilderness  quality,  and  then  begin 
an  intensive  inventory  and  analysis  to  determine  which  of  the  remaining  lands  would  be 
recommended  for  inclusion  into  the  National,  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  Congress  even  set  a 
deadline  for  the  completion  of  this  task.  A critical  part  of  the  agreement  was  that  FLPMA  sets  no 
mandates  and  no  process  requirements  for  engaging  in  an  ongoing,  never  ending  wilderness 
inventory  and  review.  Once  the  "603  Process"  was  completed,  the  agency  would  be  finished  with 
wilderness  inventory  and  review.  Congress  and  the  American  People  would  then  decide  which  lands 
to  include  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 


We  simply  ask  that  all  of  the  instructions  and  requirements  of  the  law  as  agreed  to  under  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  be  honored  and  applied  to  this  project. 
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Issue: 

Any  language  in  existing  management  plans  for  multiple-use  areas  that  does  not  support  multiple- 
use  is  inconsistent  with  directives  from  Congress,  the  needs  of  the  public  and  should  be  struck.  Any 
proposed  language  for  the  management  plans  for  multiple-use  areas  that  docs  not  fully  support 
multiple-use  is  inconsistent  with  directives  from  Congress,  the  needs  of  the  public  and  should  be 
dropped. 


Issue: 


03-77:  Compliance  with  applicable  laws  (which  most  defi- 
nitely includes  the  FLPMA)  is  a cornerstone  of  the  plan- 
ning criteria  for  this  RJVIP  planning  effort  as  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  Notice  of  Intent.  See  Chapter  1, 
Section  1.5. 

Also  refer  to  response  04-1. 


t 


N 


03-78:  Please  see  response  (^3-3. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  unose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Umier  the  (,>rganic  Act  o!  1897,  16  U.S.C.  § 475,  ("Organic  Act"),  National  forests  were  expressly 
reserved  for  two  purp^ises:  to  maintain  favorable  conditions  for  water  flows  and  to  ensure  a 
continuous  supply  of  timber.  With  passage  of  the  Multiple  Use  and  Sustained  Yield  Act,  16  U.S.C. 

§ 528  ct.  se*^.  ("MUSYA"),  Congress  allowed  the  Forest  Service  to  manage  "renewable  surface 
resources  ot  the  national  forest  lor  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  the  several  products  and 
services  obtained  therefrom."  However,  while  the  "multiple  use"  mandate  of  MUSYA  broadened 
the  purposes  for  which  National  forests  may  be  managed,  the  Act  did  not  further  reserve  National 
forests  for  multiple  use  purposes.  See  United  States  v.  New  Mexico,  438  U.S.  §§  696,  706- 1 8 
(1978).  MUSYA  defines  "sustained  yield  of  the  several  products  and  services"  as  "the  achievement 
and  maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a high-level  annual  or  regular  periodic  output  of  various  renewable 
resources  of  the  national  forests  without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land."  16  U.S.C.  § 
531(b).  Nowhere  docs  MUSYA  mention  ecological  sustainability  or  authorize  it  as  a dominant  use. 

Although  the  National  Forest  Management  Act  ("NFMA")  does  not  define  sustained  yield  or 
sustainability,  NFMA  requires  forest  planning  to  be  consistent  with  the  MUSYA.  16  U.S.C.  §§ 
1602,1604.  Like  the  MUSYA,  NFMA  requires  the  Forest  Service  to  consider  environmental  and 
ecological  factors  in  land  use  planning.  However,  also,  like  MUSYA,  NFMA  does  not  elevate 
ecological  factors  above  any  other  multiple-use  nor  does  it  require  that  National  forest  land  use 
plans  be  contingent  only  upon  ecological  sustainability  considerations.  The  proposed  alternative 
effectively  elevates  "ecological  sustainability"  above  all  other  uses  is  based  upon  several  faulty 
assumptions. 

First,  the  proposed  alternative  wrongly  assumes  that  the  "sustained  yield"  mandates  of  MUSYA  and 
NFMA  require  "sustainability."  Thus,  the  proposed  alternative  expands  the  concept  of  sustained 
yield  significantly  beyond  what  is  allowed  by  the  MUSYA  and  NFMA.  As  stated  above,  "sustained 
yield"  under  the  MUSYA  simply  means  the  maintenance  of  a regular  output  of  several  renewable 
resources. 

Second,  the  proposed  alternative  WTongly  assumes  that  all  sustainability  must  be  predicated  upon 
ecological  sustainability.  The  proposed  alternative  assumes  that  sustainability  (or  sustained  yield)  of 
any  sort  cannot  be  achieved  without  first  achieving  ecological  sustainability.  However,  this 
assumption  is  false.  While  biological  diversity  undisputably  affects  certain  legitimate  uses  of 
National  forests,  it  is  not  essential  to  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  as  defined  by  the  MUSYA. 
For  example,  timber  harvest  and  water  flows  can  be  managed  on  a sustainable  yield  basis  (as 
required  by  statute)  with  little  species  diversity.  On  the  other  hand,  some  uses,  such  as  recreation, 
may  require  a high  degree  of  species  diversity  (fishing,  research,  wildlife  watching),  while 
recreational  uses  of  the  forest  require  little  or  no  species  diversity  (rock  climbing,  skiing).  Still 
others,  such  as  mining,  require  no  species  diversity  whatsoever.  Certainly,  ecological  sustainability 
and  species  diversity  are  important  considerations  in  forest  land  use  planning,  and  are  often  essential 
to  maintaining  certain  legitimate  uses  on  a sustained  basis.  However,  the  assertion  that  species 
diversity  is  absolutely  necessary  to  maintain  the  sustained  yield  of  multiple  goods  and  services  is 
unsupportable,  and  cannot  justify  elevating  the  primary  focus  of  land  use  planning  to  species 
diversity.  In  sum,  the  proposed  alternative  should  report  and  reflect  the  true  nature  and  role  of 
ecology  in  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  management  not  elevate  it  over  the  Congressional 
mandates. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Third,  the  proposed  alternative  wrongly  assume  that  ecological  sustainability  as  the  primary  focus  of 
forest  planning  best  meets  the  needs  of  the  American  people.  The  MUSYA  defines  "multiple  use"  as 
the  management  of  various  renewable  resources  in  a combination  which  best  meets  the  needs  of  the 
American  people.  16  U.S.C.  § 531(a).  Elevation  of  biological  diversity  and  ecological  sustainability 
to  the  chief  planning  factor  assumes  a priori  that  such  values,  in  all  cases,  best  meet  the  needs  of  the 
American  people;  this  presumption  is  in  error  and  must  be  established  on  a case  by  case  basis. 
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Fourth,  in  addition  to  not  following  the  mandates  of  the  Organic  Act,  MUSYA,  and  NFMA,  the 
document  states  that  the  enactment  of  various  other  laws,  including  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  ("NEPA"),  the  Endangered  Species  Act  ("ESA"),  the  Clean  Air  Act  ("CAA")  and  the 
Clean  Water  Act  ("CWA")  "reinforce  ecological  sustainability  as  the  first  priority  of  National  Forest 
system  management."  Id.  Again,  this  is  incorrect;  none  of  these  statutes  in  any  way  change  the 
mandates  for  the  management  of  National  forests.  See  e.g.  Platte  River  Whooping  Crane  Trust  v. 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  962  F.2d  27,  34  9D.C.  Cir.  1992)  (holding  that  the  ESA 
does  not  mandate  that  federal  agencies  violate  their  statutory  authority  in  protecting  listed  species). 
For  example,  the  document  cites  a policy  statement  set  forth  in  the  preamble  to  NEPA  as  a mandate 
to  manage  for  ecological  sustainability.  However,  as  the  courts  have  made  clear,  the  NEPA  is  a 
procedural  act  only,  designed  to  promote  consideration  of  environmental  impacts  in  federal 
decision-making,  and  carmot  mandate  any  substantive  result.  See  Robertson  v.  Methow  Valley 
Citizens  Council,  490  U.S.  332,  350  (1989). 


In  summary,  the  proposed  alternative  is  built  upon  a tenuous  foundation  which  assumes  that;  (1) 
various  statutes  require  that  ecological  sustainability  be  the  dominant  consideration  for  all 
management  of  National  forests;  (2)  sustained  yield  of  various  goods  and  services  derived  from  the 
forests  cannot  be  achieved  without  first  achieving  ecological  sustainability;  and  (3)  that  ecological 
sustainability  in  all  cases  is  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  forests  for  the  American  people.  To  be 
supportable,  these  assumptions  would  require  significant  legal,  scientific,  and  economic  data.  As  it 
is,  such  data  has  no  been  provided  and  these  assumptions  are  false,  therefore,  the  proposed 
alternative  is  flawed  and  should  not  be  adopted. 
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Issue: 

In  order  to  achieve  ecological  sustainability  as  the  proposed  alternative  defines  it,  the  ecological 
condition  of  the  project  area  must  be  within  the  range  of  those  found  prior  to  European  Settlement. 

1.  This  standard  is  illegal  and  inappropriate  under  applicable  law.  First,  legitimate  multiple  use 
activities  such  as  timber  harvest  and  mining  rarely  occurred  on  a large  scale  prior  to 
European  settlement.  Thus,  to  achieve  ecological  sustainability,  such  activities  must  be 
excluded.  This  is  a violation  of  the  Organic  Act,  MUSYA,  and  NFMA, 

2.  Second,  no  statutory  authority  exists  which  mandates  that  ecological  conditions  of  any  kind 
must  reflect  pre-European  settlement  conditions. 

3.  Third,  the  assumption  that  ecological  conditions  prior  to  European  settlement  are  better  than 
conditions  at  any  time  since  then  is  a purely  subjective  value  judgment,  and  is  not 
appropriate  to  consider  during  the  planning  process. 

4.  Finally,  the  scientific  evidence  which  suggests  what  ecological  conditions  were  like  prior  to 
F.uropean  settlement  is  highly  speculative.  Basing  all  planning  and  management  around  a 
range  of  variability  which  can  never  be  definitively  determined  is  illusory,  arbitrary  and 
capricious  and  violates  the  Organic  Act,  MUSYA,  and  NFMA. 


We  are  d lociiiy  supported  dssocidtion  upose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-79:  Comment  pertains  to  national  forests,  not  B1.M 
land. 


03-80:  None  of  the  alternadves  defines  ecological  sustain- 
ability in  this  way.  Comment  must  be  in  reference  to  a 
different  document. 


i^roposed  (j>eur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Rian  and  1 inal  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


K-35 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


81 


Issue:  03  (Cont.) 

Identilicalion  of  "high  social,  cultural,  or  economic  value"  and  "desired"  levels  are  subjective  and 
requires  an  assessment  and  balancing  of  public  values.  For  example,  a particular  species  may  have  a 
high  social  value  to  a particular  segment  of  the  population,  but  a low  social  value  to  another. 
Similarly,  a species  may  have  significant  economic  value  for  a particular  use  (trees  cut  for  timber), 
but  have  high  social  value  in  the  context  of  an  entirely  different  use  (trees  observed  by  hikers). 
Furthermore,  these  eonllicting  values  may  require  entirely  different  "desired"  levels.  Despite  these 
extremely  complex  tmd  subjective  determinations,  the  proposed  alternative  provide  virtually  no 
explanation  or  guidance  regarding  how  these  levels  and  values  were  established.  This  extreme 
discretion  is  not  allowed  by  the  Organic  Act,  MUSYA,  and  NFMA,  which  require  that  forests  be 
managed  for  a variety  of  uses. 


Issue: 

Under  applicable  law,  economic  and  social  considerations  are  just  as  important  ecological  analyses 
and  should  be  given  equal  consideration.  This  is  especially  true  for  the  social  and  economic 
concerns  at  the  state  and  loeal  level.  Consider  the  following: 
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1.  The  Organic  Act  has  long  been  interpreted  as  requiring  that  National  forest  lands  be 
managed  to  promote  the  local  economic  and  social  stability  of  the  dependant  communities. 
The  first  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  GifTord  Pinchot  wrote:  "In  the  management  of  each 
reserve,  local  questions  wilt  he  decided  upon  local  grounds  ....  sudden  changes  in 
industrial  conditions  will  be  avoided  by  gradual  adjustment  after  due  notice  ..."  Forest 
Service.  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  The  Use  Book  (1906  ed.)  at  17.  The  first 
congressional  concerns  for  the  stability  of  communities  dependent  on  the  resources  of  the 
National  forests  arose  during  debates  surrounding  passage  of  the  Organic  Act.  The  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  had  criticized  past  land  management  practices  that  allowed  companies 
and  individuals  to  cut  excessive  quantities  of  timber  without  monetary  charge.  Nevertheless, 
the  debates  surrounding  the  Organic  Act  centered  on  protecting  the  forests  from  fire  and 
insect  damage,  ensuring  that  the  forests  serve  to  conserve  water  resources  for  the  arid  West, 
and  managing  the  forests  for  economic  purposes.  S.  Kept.  No.  105,  10,  19.  In  fact,  after 
describing  the  depredations  of  fire,  livestock,  and  illegal  timber  cutting,  one  Senate  report 
concluded:  A study  of  the  forest  reserves  in  relation  to  the  general  development  of  the 
welfare  of  the  country,  shows  that  the  segregations  of  these  great  bodies  of  reserved  lands 
cannot  be  withdrawn  from  all  occupation  and  use  and  that  they  must  be  made  to  perform 
their  part  for  the  economy  of  the  nation.  According  to  a strict  interpretation  of  the  rulings 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  no  one  has  the  right  to  enter  a forest  reserve,  to  cut  a 
single  tree  from  its  forests,  or  to  examine  it  rocks  in  search  of  valuable  minerals.  Forty 
million  acres  of  land  are  then  theoretically  shut  out  from  all  human  occupation  or 
enjoyment.  Such  a condition  of  things  should  not  continue,  for  unless  the  reserved  lands  of 
the  public  domain  are  made  to  contribute  to  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  the  country,  they 
should  be  thrown  open  to  settlement  and  the  whole  system  of  reserved forests  be 
abandoned.  S.  Rep.  No.  105,  22. 

2.  The  notion  of  community  stability  grew  out  of  Congress'  concern  for  the  impacts  on  local 
communities.  During  the  passage  of  the  Organic  Act,  Congressman  Safroth  echoed  this 
concern:  The  forestry  question  is  not  a matter  of  great  concern  from  a national  stand  point. 
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U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  unose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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because  the  purposes  for  which  these  reservations  are  set  aside  are  merely  local  It  is  a 
matter  of  interest  to  people  in  the  West  only  as  to  whether  these  reservations  are  properly 
established.  It  is  on  account  of  the  waters  which  are  to  irrigate  our  agricultural  lands  that 

we  are  interested  in  forest  reservations The  timber  reserves  of  that  region  can  never 

be  a subject  of  national  concern  although  they  may  be  of  great  interest  to  the  people  of  that 
particular  locality  — the  people  of  Colorado,  Utah  and  other  Western  communities.  30 
Cong.  Rec.  984(1897). 

Congress  has  never  changed  its  concern  for  local  communities.  Eleven  years  following  the 
passage  of  the  Organic  Act,  Congress  passed  the  Twenty-Five  Percent  Fund  Act,  under 
which  25  percent  of  the  revenues  from  the  national  forests  are  returned  to  the  states.  1 6 
U.S.C.  § 500.  In  1913,  Congress  directed  that  another  10  percent  of  the  National  forest 
revenues  be  spent  on  road  construction  and  local  road  maintenance.  16  U.S.C.  § 501 . In 
1976,  Congress  amended  the  Twenty-Five  Percent  Fund  Act  to  provide  that  the 
disbursement  to  state  and  local  governments  would  be  calculated  from  gross  revenues, 
rather  than  stumpage  prices.  16  U.S.C.  § 500,  National  Forest  Management  Act  of  1976, 
Report  of  Senate  Committee  of  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  S.  Rep.  94-893  (May  1976)  1,  22- 

3. 

These  examples  clearly  illustrate  that  Congress  intends  National  forests  to  be  a driving  force 
in  promoting  and  sustaining  state  and  local  communities  and  governments,  both 
economically  and  socially.  The  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  several  goods  and 
services  mandate  of  MUSYA  and  NFMA  reinforce  this  concept.  Accordingly,  the  proposed 
alternative  should  give  more  weight  to  these  concerns.  Economic  and  social  impact  analysis 
should  be  mandatory  at  all  levels  of  forest  plarming  and  management. 
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Issue: 

With  regard  to  wilderness  areas,  roadless  areas,  national  recreation  areas,  natural  landmarks  and 
monuments,  and  wild,  scenic,  and  recreational  rivers,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest 
Service  are  only  authorized  to  delineate  such  areas  and  report  such  findings  to  Congress.  Unless  and 
until  Congress  actually  designates  such  areas  under  applicable  law,  such  delineations  should  have 
no  effect  on  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  mandates  for  management  of  public  lands. 

With  regard  to  research  and  natural  areas  and  scenic  by-ways,  the  BLM  and  FS  can  designate  such 
areas;  however  such  designation  should  have  no  effect  on  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield 
mandates  for  management  of  those  public  lands.  Finally,  with  regard  to  critical  waterways, 
geological  areas,  unroaded  areas,  botanical  areas,  and  national  scenic  areas,  the  BLM  and  FS  have 
no  statutory  authority  to  designate  and  manage  such  areas.  Any  such  designations  can  by  law  have 
no  effect  on  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  mandates  for  management  of  national  forests. 
Accordingly,  these  "special  designations"  should  be  deleted  from  the  proposed  alternative. 
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Issue: 

Note  that  the  Final  Roadless  Rule  published  on  January  5,  2001 

fhttp://roadless.fs. fed. us/documents/rule/roadless  fedreg  rule.ndf)  included  the  following  directive 
“The  proposed  mie  did  not  close  any  roads  or  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  trails”.  The  agency  must 
honor  this  commitment.  The  Roadless  Rule  is  all  about  preventing  new  roads  from  being 
constructed;  it  is  not  about  banning  motorized  use  of  existing  motorized  roads  and  trails.  United 
Four  Wheel  Drive  Associations  reached  a settlement  agreement  with  the  Federal  Government 

U/earea  locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-81:  Such  values  were  determined  through  public  input 
and  as  a result  of  socioeconomic  studies  prepared  by 
BLM  and  other  sources.  The  Organic  Act,  MUSYA,  and 
NFMA  pertain  to  national  forests  and  the  forest  service, 
not  BLM-administered  public  lands  or  BLM. 


03-82:  Assuming  that  the  commenter  is  referring  to  the 
National  Forest  Organic  Act  of  1897,  this  comment  then 
refers  to  management  of  national  forests,  not  BLM  lands. 


03-83:  Please  refer  to  the  Special  Designations  section  in 
Chapter  2.  Also  refer  to  responses  Pl-1,  paragraph  2 and 
05-13. 


03-84: 

BLM 


This  roadless  rule  applies  to  national  forests,  not 
lands. 
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Responses 
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pevhibiting  the  US  Forest  Serx  ice  fmni  categorically  closing  roads  or  using  the  term  "unroaded"  in 
establishing  nxadless  areas  for  Wilderness  designation.  Under  the  terms  of  the  settlement  agreement 
the  Forest  Ser\‘ice  is  banned  from  using  the  Road  Moratorium  to  close  a single  mile  of  road".  Unite 
obtaiited  evidence  that  many,  if  not  all.  of  the  national  forests  were  using  the  Temporary  Road 
Moratorium  to  create  dc  facto  wilderness  areas  as  part  of  forest  planning.  Carla  Boucher  of  United 
predicted  in  early  1W8  that  this  was  the  plan  of  the  Forest  Service  all  along.  “This  agreement 
prevents  the  creation  of  dc  facto  wilderness,  protecting  nearly  347,000  miles  of  access  for  motorizci 
recreationists",  remarked  Boucher.  Additionally,  the  ruling  in  the  State  of  Wyoming  v.  USDA  by 
U.S.  District  Court  Judge  Clarence  Brimmer  blocked  implementation  of  the  Roadless  Area 
Conservation  Rule.  This  project  must  include  proper  interpretation  of  the  Roadless  Rule  and  the 
roadless  rule  should  not  be  used  to  close  existing  motorized  routes  in  roadless  areas. 


Issue; 

A November  2003  national  voter  survey  by  Moore  Information  (http://www.cdfe.org/poll.htm) 
reveals  that  most  Americans  agree  that  the  scores  of  environmental  groups  in  Montana  and 
throughout  the  nation  have  lost  their  focus.  Specifically,  6 1 % of  voters  nationwide  agree  with  the 
statement;  “While  protecting  the  environment  is  important,  environmental  groups  usually  push  for 
solutions  which  are  too  extreme  for  me.”  Just  33%  disagree  with  this,  and  6%  have  no  opinion.  In 
the  Mountain/Plains  region  that  includes  Montana  the  divergence  is  even  more  severe.  A full  71% 
of  respondents  agree  with  the  previous  statement,  and  only  25%  disagree.  Additionally  a poll  by 
Market  Research  Insight  (MRI)  in  December  2003  found  that  27%  of  the  public  supported 
environmental  groups  and  53%  opposed  their  actions. 

In  order  to  be  true  and  responsive  to  the  public,  decisions  should  not  be  based  on  pressure  from 
environmental  groups  and  their  litigation.  Public  opinion  supports  this  position. 
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Issue: 

Environmental  groups  with  substantial  funding  and  paid  staff  are  likely  to  provide  substantial  input 
to  the  process  and  to  challenge  the  process  through  appeals  and  legal  actions.  The  magnitude  of 
funding  and  the  influence  available  to  these  has  been  documented  by  the  Independent  Record  in  a 
series  of  articles  found  at: 

hltD://wvcw.helenair.com/articles/2002/03/l  1/slories/headline/l  a2.txt , 
hnD://www.helenair.com/articles/2002/03/l 0/stories/headline/7al  .txt , and 
hltD://tvww.helenair.com/anicles/2 002/03/ 1 0/stories/headl  ine/ 1 a 1 .txl  and  the  Sacramento  Bee  at 
http://www.sacbee.com/static/archive/news/proiects/environment/indexQ2.html , at  Activist  Cash 
http://www.activistcash.com/index.cfm  and  at  Green-Watch 
http://capresearch.brinkster.net/search/search.asp  . 


03-85:  Planning  issues  and,  therefore,  the  alternadves,  were 
developed  as  a result  of  input  from  any  member  of  the 
public  who  wished  to  comment.  The  number  one  plan- 
ning issue  is  in  relation  to  motorized  recreational  access, 
indicating  a high  level  of  input  from  members  of  the 
public  who  care  about  such  use  of  CDAFO  lands. 


03-86:  Please  see  response  03-85. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  uitiose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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The  greening  of  the  environmental  movement 

1999  figBres.  to  QuUioas  of  doUan.  for  20  roMrooinCTitaJ  groups  with  target  cootnbutioQS 


Group 

1 Tbe  Natorv  Coosm’anry 

2 Trust  for  Public  Land 

3 CcttservaDOD  Intenumoual 

PuWk  cortnbolions 
$403  4^H^H 
$94  9 ■ 

$76  7 ■ 

Total  revenue’ 
$'704  0 
$105  7 ■ 

$83  5 ■ 

SpefxJIng 

■ 4 ■■■H 

$51  4 I 

$26  2 1 

Top  executive 
salary 

$2i6.lSiMI 

$157,668  ■ 
$203,049  H 

4 World  Wtldh£r  Fund 

S684B 

sni 

$89  I'WT 

$741  638  Hto 

S Di^ks  Unlnzuted 

$63  4 ■ 

$108  6 ■ 

$109  1 ■ 

$346,882  !■■■ 

6 Natunl  Resources  Defense  Council 

ill  6 1 

$36  I 1 

$30  6 1 

$238,964  MM 

7 Conservatioo  Fund 

S32  S 1 

$41  9 1 

$27  7 1 

$?ii  6481MB 

8 Nabooal  Wildlife  Fedenboo 

S312| 

$38  1 ■ 

85  9 ■ 

$247  081 

9 Naoonal  Au^iboo  Socie^ 

S30  7| 

$647B 

$53  6 1 

S239.670^H 

10  EoMrotmentB]  Defense 

S28  4| 

$32  0 1 

$26  3 1 

$262  798lilB 

1 1 Smr3  Chd> 

S19  I 1 

$565  a 

$54  3 a 

$t99  577M 

12  Rocky  Mouoma  Elk  Foundation 

$17  51 

$36  3 1 

$34  9 1 

$186,369  H 

13  Tbe  Wilderness  Society 

$17  4 t 

$I8Sl 

$14  3 1 

$2M59iBH 

14  Stem  Clid)  Foundanoo** 

$164  1 

$]7sj 

$128  1 

Sioo.oooB 

IS  Nabooal  Parks  CoQservalioD  Associatiou  $14  6 1 

$183| 

$16  6 I 

$1 72,879  ■ 

16  Earflijustice  Legal  Defense  Fund 

$12  2 1 

$16  1 1 

$13  3 I 

$I57.S83ttl 

17  Defendm  ofWildife 

$10  3 1 

$149| 

$13  3 I 

$201. 337  an 

18  Greei^ieace  luc 

$09| 

$140j 

$11  1 1 

$54,033  ■ 

1 9 Save  Tbe  Redwoods  l^eague 

$9  si 

$11  4I 

$89  I 

$165  nolBI 

20  Cemer  for  Marine  Coasen*iitioa 

$86l 

$9  9l 

$87  1 

$I35.806B 

'locMn  pMc  eaonbWMat  mti  gm  iimnni  gnan 

ate  **Th»  SMmClub  FoondaMkit  Ow  tn-Mucnble  ftiad-ming  1 

tn  of  lb(  Skirn  CM 

Sown 


B«r/ScMi  Fladia 
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This  influence  on  the  agency’s  decisions  must  be  balanced  by  the  needs  and  opinions  of  the  public 
for  multiple-use  opportunities.  Investigation  of  this  balance  will  determine  that  the  groups  listed 
above  are  out  ofline  with  the  majority  of  the  public’s  needs  and  interests. 
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Issue: 

A major  loophole  in  the  NEPA  compliance  arena  exists.  NEPA  compliance  is  not  being  applied  to 
the  actions  of  foundations  that  contribute  heavily  to  environmental  groups  and  the  actions 
(campaigns)  that  those  well-funded  environmental  groups  use  that  funding  on.  Actions  follow 
funding  whether  it  is  for  a new  highway  or  an  environmental  crusade.  Certainly  these  actions  such 
as  the  environmental  crusade  against  snowmobile  use  in  Yellowstone  National  Park  have  affected 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment  including  motorized  recreation  and  interstate  commerce 
opportunities.  NEPA  was  intended  to  protect  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  Significant 
funding  whether  it  is  used  to  build  highways  or  finance  the  campaigns  of  environmental  groups  is 
the  source  of  all  actions.  NEPA  should  be  applied  to  the  large  grant  activities  (actions)  of 
Foundations  and  the  high  dollar  action  campaigns  of  environmental  groups  just  as  it  is  for  new 
highway  projects. 


Issue: 

Agency  decision-making  is  being  driven  by  accepting  actions  that  will  not  be  challenged  in  court 
versus  decisions  that  are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  public  or  that  would  meet  the  public’s  needs.  For 
example,  the  January  21,  2004  Missoulian  newspaper  quoted  Lolo  Forest  Supervisor  Debbie  Austin 
Then,  too,  it's  probably  not  worth  taxpayer  dollars  to  propose  a big-acreage,  big-ticket  salvage  sale 
that's  likely  to  be  challenged  in  court,  she  said.”  The  ethics  of  making  decisions  that  are  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  public  and  that  meet  the  needs  of  the  public  must  be  restored  regardless  of  the  dollar 
cost.  Failure  to  base  our  government  on  these  principles  will  be  deva.stating  in  the  end  and  we  must 
restore  decision-making  based  on  these  principles. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-87:  Funding  was  not  a major  consideration  in  develop- 
ing alternatives.  It  was  only  consider  when  analyzing  the 
practicality  and  reasonableness  of  the  alternatives.  It  had 
no  influence  on  development  of  the  travel  management 
alternatives. 


03-88:  The  alternatives  are  designed  to  address  the  issues 
BLM  identified  from  public  input  during  scoping.  How- 
ever, the  RMP  and  the  planning  process  must  also  com- 
ply with  federal  laws  and  regulation,  which  often  limit  the 
decision  space. 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


03  (Cont,) 

Issue: 

Why  are  Ihe  extreme  motorized  elosure  alternatives  presented  and  a middle  of  the  road  alternative 
based  on  existing  routes  plus  new  motorized  routes  needed  to  meet  the  public’s  need  not  presented? 
\V’e  arc  concerned  that  this  demonstrates  a significant  predisposition  in  the  current  process. 
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Issue: 

One  of  the  basic  requirements  of  NHl’A  is  to  “achieve  a balance  between  population  and  resource 
use  which  will  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life’s  amenities”  (Public  Law 
91-190,  Title  I,  Section  101  (b)  (5)).  'I’he  wording  of  NEPA  was  carefully  chosen  and  was  intended 
to  produce  a balance  between  the  natural  and  human  environment.  Practice  and  interpretation  since 
the  law  has  strayed  far  from  that  intent. 


Issue: 

Over  the  past  35  years  (and  it  is  accelerating  in  recent  years)  the  overarching  public  land 
management  trend  has  been  to  close  access  to  and  use  of  public  lands.  This  trend  of  closure  upon 
closure  has  become  epidemic  and  is  out  of  control  as  demonstrated  by  popular  public  opinion.  A 
sampling  of  different  users  and  perspectives  is  provided  below  to  demonstrate  this  trend  and  the 
cumulative  negative  impacts  that  it  has  produced. 
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http  hilliM%Birmc  conVindcx  Dhp'’>itsDliY-fcdncw^20Q4/^M/25^Mtl<l/toc»l'32-l<n<t-usc-DKn«t  me 

hnpv^vAi>^.m>stan<iardcom/anKlcs/2QQ4g).VI4/ncv>^sp<ci<lreports/hiiriciitictThb.txt 

hnp/ bitlmMga/<nc.cQtWindcx.PhP?i<i->Adisptrffc<ln<rw>/20Q3/|  1/1  l/build/w-yomitta/lO-blnvinv 

hw  /A*v.rv>  diitvintcfUkc  CQm/Ncv>iEnticK/SckctSiocv.tprcommind°sc>fchAdb°ncm.dbAcoskud«ti=S7-Slf»43J  IQ<tsc«vh-vr--TnulliPte 
diitYinUfltkc  CQm/NcwsLngiPC/SclcciStorv  tpP«>mm*nd°}orch&db»ncw$  dbAcq$k»<lttf°9-glt.8lX)-3&sc«ch-var°multiPk 
hap.//espn.gp,CQm/putdoora/hunting/ncws/2Q0l/l  106/1274551  hlml 


hnp  .//wvt-w.jLamM.ora/doc&Tubl  icUnds  Access,  pdf 

hitp  //ww^  washington-siBte-fQckhQundituL  infc/l  respass-indcx.htni 

hnp  //wwH.sdorcorft/ncws/tortoisc  lawsurt.hlml 

hnp.//wwwamfcd.ofa/sfms.'public-Und$->ccess.hcn»l 

hnp  //w^-w.aamincnU  ofg/lan4->ccess.hmil 

http  '^»\»'H-paoleonpovvc^bQU5e■0^^/^sh  promises  collaboranon  on  p htm 
hpp  Vww\>-dehilbriehi  com/landusc  htni 


http  //WWW  hen  ora/servkts/hcn  Anicle?artKlc  id=573.s 
httP  //w-v>rw,sPoretncnslink.Qr£/anKlc&/lin«IWhu<P«ecO  otal  pdf 
http//wwv>-.4<4wirecom/acccss/neWuniied/dea  2002.htm 
http  //rcsponsiblcrccreation  poticv.net/ncwsroom/ 
http://www.hetenair.coin/nrtides/2003/06/01/opinions/a04060l03  02.txt 
hnp  //WWW  ■maccusa.com/ 

hnp  //www.sponsmenslink.ofe/programs/hunler/lssues  himl 
hop  //wwwssfta  convTand/land.htm 


Many  additional  articles  can  be  found  by  searching  the  web  for  keywords  “public  lands  access”.  By 
far  the  loss  of  access  and  the  trend  of  motorized  closures  upon  motorized  closure  on  public  lands  are 
the  most  common  themes.  From  the  public’s  perspective  the  #1  problem  is  access  to  adequate 
multiple-use  access  and  recreational  opportunities  and  the  fact  that  these  opportunities  are  being 
eliminated  at  a record  pace  by  federal  land  use  agencies.  It  is  time  to  recognize  that  the  trend  of 
closure  of  public  land  to  the  public  is  inequitable.  It  is  also  time  to  undertake  adequate  correction  to 
reverse  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  35  years  of  closure  upon  closure.  It  is  also  time  to 
implement  adequate  mitigation  to  compensate  for  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  caused  by  the 
trend  of  inequitable  closures  that  are  now  significant. 


Issue: 
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U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  35  of  109 

03  (Cont.) 

The  overarching  trend  of  the  last  35  years  has  been  to  remove  people  from  the  land.  This  trend  has 
occurred  as  a result  of  many  different  factors  including  creation  of  national  parks  and  monuments; 
creation  of  wilderness,  non-motorized,  and  roadless  areas;  policies  of  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau 
of  Land  Management;  influx  of  dollars  for  conservation  easements  and  land  trusts;  decline  of 
farming  and  ranching;  and  decline  of  mining  and  timber  harvests.  People  still  have  the  same  need 
and  desire  to  work  and  recreate  on  the  land  but  they  no  longer  have  the  same  opportunity.  The 
cumulative  negative  effect  of  the  different  trends  that  have  removed  people  from  the  land  is  so 
significant  now  that  any  additional  impacts  must  be  avoided.  Additionally,  because  the  cumulative 
negative  effect  is  so  significant,  adequate  mitigation  measures  must  be  included  as  part  of  all  future 
actions. 
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Issue: 

Evaluations  and  decisions  have  been  limited  to  natural  resource  management  issues.  Issues 
associated  with  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  must  be  adequately  addressed  during  the 
evaluation  and  decision-making  including  social,  economic,  and  environmental  justice  issues.  We 
are  concerned  that  issues  cannot  be  restricted  to  just  those  associated  with  natural  resources.  Access 
and  recreation  on  public  lands  are  essential  needs  of  the  public  in  Montana  and  we  respectfully 
request  that  issues  associated  with  the  human  environment  be  adequately  addressed. 
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Issue: 

Montana  ranks  very  low  for  social  conditions  (44"'  state  per  Fordham  Institute  for  Innovation  in 
Social  Policy, ) and  social  issues  are  relevant  to  this  action.  Motorized  recreation  is  a healthy  social 
activity.  These  types  of  issues  are  associated  with  motorized  access  and  recreation  in  the  project  area 
and  these  issues  must  be  adequately  addressed.  Social  issues  must  be  adequately  evaluated  per  the 
SOCIAL  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  (SIA):  PRINCIPLES  AND  PROCEDURES  TRAINING  COURSE 
(1900-03)  fhttp://www.fs.fed.us/enic/neDa/includes/sia.html ) and  Environmental  Justice  issues  per 
Departmental  Regulation  5600-2.  The  evaluation  and  resulting  decision  must  adequately  consider 
and  address  all  of  the  social  and  economic  impacts  associated  with  the  significant  motorized  access 
and  motorized  recreational  closures. 
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Issue: 

Dr.  Martin  E.P.  Seligman  has  identified  that  learned  helplessness  or  ihe  belief  that  your  actions  will 
be  futile  is  an  epidemic  affecting  Ihe  nation  (page  70,  ISBN  0-671-0191 1-2).  The  evaluation  of 
social  issues  must  also  include  an  evaluation  of  conditions  contributing  to  learned  helplessness 
including  the  lack  of  recognition  and  attention  to  the  needs  of  motorized  recreationists  and  the 
significant  social  problems  that  result  from  these  conditions. 


Issue: 

Over  the  past  35  years  (and  it  is  accelerating  in  recent  years),  motorized  recreationists  have  had  to 
bear  a disproportionate  share  of  the  negative  consequences  on  the  human  environment  resulting 
from  Ihe  significant  closure  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  by  federal 
land  management  actions  and  policies.  We  continue  to  ask  for  a reasonable  explanation  of  “Why  are 
we  the  only  ones  to  lose  in  every  action?”  And  yet  the  trend  of  motorized  closures  continues  at  an 
ever  increasing  pace. 


We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  traits  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-89:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-90:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-91:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-92:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-93:  Please  see  Sections  2-130  through  2-134,  and  Section 
4.5  of  the  DRAIP/EIS.  Also  see  response  03-85. 

03-94:  Section  4.5  discusses  planning  area  and  regional 
impacts  to  socioeconomics  and  environmental  justice. 


03-95:  The  social  setting  of  the  planning  area  was  consid- 
ered in  identification  of  planning  issues  and  in  develop- 
ment and  analysis  of  alternatives. 


03-96:  The  BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1601-1) 
(BUM  2005)  states  “Environmental  Justice  involves  the 
fair  treatment  and  meaningful  involvement  of  all  people 
regardless  of  race,  color,  national  origin,  or  income  with 
respect  to  the  development,  implementation,  and  enforce- 
ment of  environmental  laws,  regulations,  and  policies. 
Fair  treatment  means  that  no  group  of  people,  including 
racial,  ethnic,  or  socio-economic  group  should  bear  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  negative  environmental 
consequences  resulting  from  industrial,  municipal,  and 
commercial  operations  or  the  execution  of  Federal,  state, 
local,  and  Tribal  programs  and  policies.”  BLM’s  effects 
analysis  (Section  4.. 5)  found  that  no  such  group  of  people 
would  bear  a disproportionate  share  of  the  negative  envi- 
ronmental consequences  resulting  from  the  alternatives 
for  this  plan. 
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Comments 


Responses 


03  (Cont.) 

W e believe  that  federal  environmenial  justice  compliance  requirements  as  initiated  by  Executive 
Order  128^8  should  be  applied  immediately  to  correct  the  disproportionately  signitlcant  and  adverse 
impacts  that  motorized  recreationisls  have  been  subjected  to.  In  order  to  accomplish  this  we  request 
that  this  pmptvscd  action  comply  with  U.S.  Korest  Sen  ice  Departmental  Regulation  5600-2 
(http:  \\Avw.usda.ttov/da^S600-2.pdn  including  the  DEFINITION  of  environmental  justice 
provided  therein: 


£A'I  'IRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  means  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable  and  permitted 
by  Um.  all  populations  are  provided  the  opportunity  to  comment  before  decisions  are 
rendered  on,  are  allowed  to  share  in  the  benefits  of  are  not  excluded  from,  and  are  not 
affected  in  a disproportionately  high  and  adverse  manner  by.  government  programs  and 
activities  affecting  human  health  or  the  environment. 
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Wltile  some  of  the  guidance  published  on  environmental  justice  refers  to  specific  minority  and  low- 
income  populations,  the  intent  of  the  guidance  must  be  taken  in  a broader  sense  as  recommended  by 
the  EPA  in  order  to  avoid  discrimination  or  unfair  treatment  of  any  significantly  impacted  sector  of 
the  public: 

In  order  to  correct  the  disproportionately  significant  and  adverse  impacts  that  motorized 
recreationists  have  been  subjected  to  we  request  that  the  proposed  action  comply  with  EPA's  Office 
of  Environmental  Justice  (httD://www.cpa.gov/compliancc/rcsources/policies/ 
ei/ei  guidance  nepa  epa0498.pdf)  including: 


The  fair  treatment  and  meaningful  involvement  of  all  people  regardless  of  race,  color, 
national  origin,  or  income  w(th  respect  to  the  development,  implementation,  and 
enforcement  of  environmental  laws,  regulations,  and  policies.  Fair  treatment  means  that  no 
group  of  people,  including  racial,  ethnic,  or  socioeconomic  group  should  bear  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  negative  environmental  consequences  resulting  from 
industrial,  municipal,  and  commercial  operations  or  the  execution  of  federal,  state,  local, 
and  tribal  programs  and  policies. 

The  goal  of  this  "fair  treatment"  is  not  to  shift  risks  among  populations,  but  to  identify 
potential  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  and  identify  alternatives  that  may 
mitigate  these  impacts. 

Unfortunately,  the  treatment  of  motorized  recreationists  does  not  meet  the  definition  of  fair 
treatment  and  environmental  justice  requirements  must  be  complied  with  in  order  to  correct  the 
situation. 

We  request  that  the  proposed  action  comply  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(http://ceQ.eh.doc.gov/nepa/regs/ei/iustice.pdf ) recommendations  in  order  to  correct  the 
disproportionately  significant  and  adverse  impacts  that  motorized  recreationists  have  been  subjected 
to  including: 


Ule  dre  a localty  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  traits  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Thus,  agencies  have  developed  and  should  periodically  revise  their  strategies  providing 
guidance  concerning  the  types  of  programs,  policies,  and  activities  that  may,  or  historically 
have,  raised  environmental  justice  concerns  at  the  particular  agency. 

The  Executive  Order  requires  agencies  to  work  to  ensure  effective  public  participation_and 
access  to  information. 

The  cumulative  negative  impact  of  all  closures  on  motorized  recreationists  are  significant  and 
warrants  a revised  strategy  to  deal  with  the  issues  surrounding  this  condition. 

Agencies  should  recognize  the  interrelated  cultural,  social,  occupational,  historical,  or 
economic  factors  that  may  amplify  the  natural  and  physical  environmenial  effects  of  the 
proposed  agency  action.  These  factors  should  include  the  physical  sensitivity  of  the 
community  or  population  to  particular  impacts:  the  effect  of  any  disruption  on  the 
community  structure  associated  with  the  proposed  action:  and  the  nature  and  degree  of 
impact  on  the  physical  and  social  structure  of  the  community. 

To  date,  all  of  these  factors  have  not  been  adequately  examined  with  respect  to  motorized 
recreationists  and  the  trend  of  excessive  motorized  access  and  recreational  closures. 

Agencies  should  encourage  the  members  of  the  communities  that  may  suffer  a 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effect  from  a proposed 
agency  action  to  help  develop  and  comment  on  possible  alternatives  to  the  propo.sed  agency 
action  as  early  as  possible  in  the  proce.ss. 

Motorized  recreationists  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to  develop  mitigation  plans  required  to 
address  the  significant  impact  resulting  from  cumulative  effect  all  closures. 

When  the  agency  has  identified  a disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or 
environmental  effect  on  low-income  populations,  minority  populations,  or  Indian  tribes 
from  either  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives,  the  distribution  as  well  as  the  magnitude  of 
the  disproportionate  impacts  in  these  communities  .should  be  a factor  in  determining  the 
environmentally  preferable  alternative. 

We  maintain  that  the  intent  of  identifying  low-income  populations,  minority  populations,  or  Indian 
tribes  is  simply  to  portray  examples  of  affected  groups.  The  EPA  guidance  included  above  supports 
this  conclusion.  To  date,  the  disproportionate  impact  on  motorized  recreationists  has  not  been  a 
factor  when  determining  the  preferred  alternative  and  it  should  be,  in  fact,  just  the  opposite  is 
occurring  (our  needs  are  being  ignored). 

Mitigation  measures  include  steps  to  avoid,  mitigate,  minimize,  rectify,  reduce,  or  eliminate 
the  impact  associated  with  a proposed  agency  action.  Throughout  the  process  of  public 
participation,  agencies  should  elicit  the  views  of  the  affected  populations  on  mea.sures  to 
mitigate  a disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effect 
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Motorized  rccrcationists  have  been  atlected  in  a disproportionately  high  and  adverse  manner  by  the 
significant  impact  that  has  occurred  from  all  cumulative  closures  of  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreational  closures  including  actions  by  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
associated  with  travel  planning,  forest  planning,  watershed  planning,  water  quality  districts, 
wilderness  study  areas,  research  areas,  timber  sales,  and  creation  of  monuments,  non-motorized  and 
wildlife  management  areas.  We  are  also  concerned  that  this  has  occurred  on  lands  intended  by 
congress  to  be  managed  for  multiple-uses.  Multiple-uses  include  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation. 

The  cfTorts  to  involve  motorized  rccrcationists  in  the  process  using  unique  methods  as  required  by 
the  environmental  justice  regulations  have  not  happened.  The  process  must  allow  for  and 
accommodate  that  needs  of  citizens  who,  for  the  most  part,  act  and  live  independently  and  are  not 
organized  to  the  level  of  enviromnental  organizations.  Thomas  Mendyke,  Outdoor  Editor  for  the 
Independent  Record  made  the  following  statement  in  his  article  on  November  20,  2003  Outdoor 
enthusiasts  frequently  find  themselves  at  odds  with  big  money  interests.  Generally  speaking,  people 
who  pursue  outdoor  interests  tend  to  be  an  independent  lot.  Sporting  groups  usually  are  poorly 
funded,  loosely  organized  and  ill-prepared  to  match  the  financial  and  legal  power  their  adversaries 
often  possess. 

The  process  should  not  allow  well-organized  and  funded  groups  to  take  opportunities  away  from 
less-organized  and  funded  individuals.  This  certainly  is  an  environmental  injustice.  Moreover,  the 
development  of  measures  as  required  by  environmental  justice  regulations  to  mitigate  the 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  that  have  affected  motorized  recreationists  has  not 
happened. 

We  request  a corrective  action  and  over-arching  mitigation  plan  that  will  undo  the  significant  impact 
that  all  cumulative  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  closures  has  had  on  motorized 
recreationists  over  the  past  35  years.  We  also  request  a monitoring  program  be  provided  by  an 
unbiased  third-party  to  assure  that  this  correction  occurs  within  our  lifetime. 


Issue: 

A recent  study  by  David  Sunding,  an  associate  professor  of  natural  resource  economics,  David 
Zilberman,  a UC  Berkeley  professor  of  agriculture  and  resource  economics,  and  graduate  student 
Aaron  Swoboda  to  the  California  Resource  Management  Institute  found  that  the  economic  impacts 
from  designation  and  preservation  of  special  plant  and  animal  habitat  areas  continue  to  cost  society 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  because  of  delays,  court  fees  and  opportunities  forgone.  Sunding’s 
report,  released  Feb.  20,  found  that  agencies  had  underestimated  the  actual  economic  and  social 
impact  by  seven  to  14  times. 

Certainly,  natural  resource  decisions  cannot  and  should  not  be  made  entirely  on  economic  impacts. 
However,  NEPA  requires  that  both  economic  and  environmental  facts  should  be  considered  in  the 
final  land  management  decisions.  The  U.C.  Berkeley  study  displays  the  fact  that  the  full  economic 
and  social  facts  and  impacts  are  not  being  adequately  considered  by  the  federal  land  management 
agencies.  We  request  adequate  evaluation  of  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  this  proposed 
action  be  considered  in  the  analysis  and  decision-making.  Additionally,  we  request  that  the 
cumulative  negative  impact  resulting  from  inadequate  evaluation  of  economic  and  social  impacts  in 
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past  actions  are  considered  in  the  analysis  and  decision-making  and  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan 
be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 


Issue: 

The  positive  economic  impact  on  the  economy  of  the  area  must  be  adequately  considered  in  the 
decision-making.  Arizona  State  Parks  has  prepared  a good  example  of  an  economic  analysis  of 
OHV  recreation  for  Coconino  County,  AZ 

(http://www.gf  state.az.us/pdfs/w  c/OHV%20ReDon.Ddf).  The  economic  impacts  of  OHV 
recreation  in  one  county  are  significant  with  $258.3  million  statewide  impact  and  a $215.3  million 
impact  locally  that  supports  2,580  jobs.  Off-highway  vehicle  recreation  activity  is  an  immensely 
powerful  part  of  the  Arizona  collective  economic  fabric,  generating  nearly  $3  billion  in  retail  sales 
during  2002  (http://www.gf.state.az.us/pdfs/w  c/OHV%20Report.pdf  (.This  evaluation  should  be 
used  as  guideline  to  evaluate  the  existing  and  potential  positive  economic  impacts  associated  with 
OHV  recreation  in  the  project  area.  Additionally,  the  study  does  a good  job  assessing  the  activities 

and  reasons  that  recreationists  enjoy  using  off-highway  vehicles.  Another  study  conducted  by 

found  that  the  total  estimated  itemized  expenditures  by  households  participating  in  OHV  Recreation 
in  Colorado  in  2000  was  $519,333,239. 

Additional  information  on  the  importance  of  OHV  recreation  to  the  economy  of  the  project  area  can 
be  found  at: 
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1 . Gilmore  Research  Group,  1 989,  Washington  DNR,  Assessment  of  ORV  impact  and  use 
in  Roslyn-Cle  Elum,  WA. 

2.  Haas,  Glenn  et  al,  1989,  Colorado  Sate  University,  Estimated  CO  recreational  use  and 
expenditures  for  OHV  in  FY  1988. 

3.  Tyler  & Associates,  1990,  CA  DOT,  A study  of  fuel  tax  attributable  to  OHV  and  Street 
Licensed  vehicles  used  for  recreation  off-highway. 

4.  CA  OHMVR  Division  , 1994,  CA  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  A 26  page  study 
of  the  $3  Billion  economic  impact  of  OHV  use  in  CA. 

5.  Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory,  1994,  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Report 
ORNL/TM-1999/IOO,  Federal  Highway  Administration,  An  80  page  summary  of  the  fuel 
used  for  OHV  recreation,  httD://www-cta.oml.gov/Dublications/offroad.pdf . 

6.  CA  OHMVR  Division,  1991,  CA  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  A 119  page 
summary  of  the  status  of  OHV  recreation  in  CA. 

7.  Schuett,  Michael , 1998,  West  Virginia  University,  14  page  report  on  OHV  user  values 
and  demographics. 

8.  Motorcycle  Industry  Council  (MIC),  1 998,  20  page  statistical  report  of  motorcycle 
population,  sales  and  usage. 

9.  Generoux,  John  & Michele,  1993,  Minnesota  DNR,  33-page  report  on  feasibility  of  Iron 
Range  OHV  Rec'n  Area. 

10.  Hazen  and  Sawyer,  2001 ; Colorado  Off-Highway  Vehicle  CO,  144-page  analysis  of 
economic  impact  of  OHV  recreation  in  Colorado  which  is  estimated  at  $230  million, 
(httD://cohvco.orfc>/economics/main.html ). 

11.  Tennessee  OHV  Economic  Impact,  A $3.4  Billion  Industry, 
http://www.statc.tn.us/environment/ohv/ohvimpacts.pdf. 
http://www.. state. tn.us/cnvironment/ohv/econimpact. pdf . 


Ws  dre  a locdiiy  supported  association  lopose purpose  Is  to  preserve  traits  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
Page  40  of  109 


Responses 


03-97:  A socioeconomic  report  has  been  preparecd  for  this 
project,  and  is  available  for  public  review  at  http:// 
www.blm.gov/rmp/id/cda/.  BLM  relied  heavily  on  this 
report  when  describing  the  affected  environment  and 
during  analysis  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
alternatives. 


03-98:  Section  4.5.1  describes  the  impacts  of  the  travel 
management  alternatives  on  socioeconomics.  Also  see 
response  above  03-97. 
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12.  March  2003  Presentation  at  the  National  OHV  Managers  Meeting  in  Charlotte,  North 
Carolina.  http:/.'w\\-w.elra.nel/Newslellers/2003/Julv2003.hlm. 

13.  Nelson.  C’.M,,  Lynch,  J.A.,  & Stynes,  D.J.  2000.  Michigan  Licensed  Ofl'-Road  Vehicle 
Use  and  Users,  1998-99.  East  Lansing,  Ml:  Depannient  of  Park,  Recreation  and  Tourism 
Resources.  Michigan  State  University,  httnt'.'wwvr. prr.nisu.edu/miteim/orvsDend.pdf . 

14.  Jonathan  Silhemian.  PhD.  The  Economic  Importance  Of  OIT-Highway  Vehicle 
Recreation.  Economic  data  on  ofl'-highway  vehicle  recreation  for  the  State  of  Arizona 
and  for  each  Arizona  County  Study,  Prepared  by  School  of  Management. 
http://www.i;f.state.az.us/pdfs/w  c/OHV%20ReDort.Ddf 

1 5.  Hazen,  S,  (2001 ).  Economic  Contribution  of  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use  in  Colorado, 
Colorado  Off-Highway  Coalition. 

A common  theme  with  the  public  and  local  and  state  governments  has  been  the  need  for  more 
economic  development  in  the  area  and  they  are  searching  for  ways  to  expand  and  enhance  the  local 
economy.  OHV  recreation  is  a significant  part  of  the  existing  economy.  Any  reduction  in  OHV 
recreational  opportunities  will  hurt  the  local  economy.  Additionally,  the  enhancement  of  OHV 
recreational  opportunities  in  the  project  area  will  provide  a badly  needed  enhancement  of  the  overall 
local  economy  as  well. 

Issue; 

There  has  never  been  an  accounting  of  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  all  motorized  closures  that 
have  occurred  over  the  past  35  years.  Actions  that  have  contributed  to  the  significance  of  the 
cumulative  negative  impact  on  motorized  recreation  include  millions  of  acres  and  thousands  of 
miles  of  roads  and  trails  associated  with  Endangered  Species  Act;  Continental  Divide  National 
Scenic  Trail;  forest  fires;  timber  harvests,  forest  plans;  view  shed  plans;  resource  plans;  watershed 
plans;  roadless  plan;  creation  of  wildlife  management  areas,  monuments,  non-motorized  areas, 
wilderness  areas,  and  wilderness  study  areas;  area  closures,  and  last  but  certainly  not  least,  travel 
plans.  This  cumulative  negative  impact  has  not  been  quantified  and  it  is  significant. 

In  order  to  evaluate  this  cumulative  negative  effecL  an  accounting  of  all  motorized  closures  must  be 
done  at  5-year  increments  going  back  to  the  creation  of  the  wilderness  act.  This  accounting  needs  to 
be  done  on  a local  forest  or  district  level  in  addition  to  statewide  and  regional  levels.  For  example, 
loss  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  since  1 986  in  our  immediate  area 
(Helena  National  Forest)  include:  1 8 separate  closures  in  the  Big  Belts  with  the  loss  of  42. 1 5 miles; 
130  miles  in  other  areas;  closure  of  191,000  acres  and  75  miles  in  the  Elkhom  Mountains;  and 
closure  of  625,447  acres  in  the  remainder  of  the  forest.  Both  adjoining  public  lands  and  public  lands 
further  away  have  experienced  similar  trends.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  all 
motorized  access  and  recreational  closures  is  significant.  Simply,  there  are  very  few  places  left 
where  motorized  recreationists  can  recreate  and  yet  the  trend  continues.  This  stealthy  attack  on 
motorized  recreational  opportunities  must  be  acknowledged.  Please  quantify  and  consider  these 
cumulative  negative  impacts  and  develop  a preferred  alternative  that  will  mitigate  the  significant 
impact  on  motorized  recreationists  that  has  occurred. 

Issue: 

We  are  concerned  that  the  lack  of  accounting  for  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  all  forms  of 
motorized  closures  over  the  past  35  years  is  an  undisclosed  strategy  to  squeeze  motorized 
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recreationists  into  the  smallest  possible  area.  Once  this  is  accomplished,  then  the  agencies  will  take 
the  position  that  the  impacts  on  that  small  area  left  for  use  is  significant  and  everything  will  be 
completely  shut  down.  All  of  the  plans,  strategies,  actions,  and  evidence  support  this  concern. 

Issue: 

One  agency  cannot  ignore  the  cumulative  negative  impact  that  another  agency’s  actions  are  having 
on  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  For  example,  the  BLM  cannot  ignore  cumulative 
negative  impact  of  all  of  the  closures  that  have  occurred  in  the  Helena  National  Forest  during  the 
evaluation  of  BLM  projects  in  the  area  and  vice  versa. 

Issue: 

For  the  most  part,  adequate  OHV  opportunities  do  not  exist.  As  OHV  use  becomes  concentrated  in 
smaller  areas  because  of  closures  or  restrictions,  the  frequency  of  encounters  between  motorized  and 
non-motorized  trail  users  increases  dramatically.  Resource  damage  can  also  results  from  use 
concentrated  in  smaller  areas.  Certainly  with  the  acceptance  of  millions  of  acres  of  area  closure  by 
motorized  recreationists,  the  use  of  the  existing  network  of  roads  and  trails  including  spurs  for 
camping  and  exploring  is  reasonable.  Additionally,  we  have  seldom  asked  for  any  new  routes  and 
the  level  of  use  would  justify  many  new  routes. 

Issue: 

We  are  concerned  that  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  has  created  unnecessary  significant  negative 
impacts  on  both  the  human  and  natural  by  their  policies  that  seeks  to  close  as  many  motorized 
routes  and  opportunities  as  possible  over  the  past  30  years.  The  cumulative  effect  of  this  policy  is  to 
crowd  motorized  recreationists  into  a relatively  small  number  of  areas  and  trails  such  the  Whitetail- 
Pipestone  area  versus  widely  dispersed  and  adequate  motorized  recreational  opportunities.  The 
limited  opportunities  and  resulting  concentrated  use  is  not  the  best  alternative  for  either  the  human 
or  natural  environment.  The  limited  opportunities  and  resulting  concentrated  use  is  not  equitable  for 
the  public  and  especially  when  considering  that  these  lands  are  intended  by  Congress  to  be  managed 
for  multiple-uses. 

Issue: 

The  public  has  a need  for  more  motorized  access  to  dispersed  camping  spots  in  the  project  area 
including  access  for  RV’s  trailers,  and  tent  camping. 

Issue: 

The  travel  management  process  should  be  initiated  with  the  scoping  process  and  a full  and  adequate 
evaluation  of  all  viable  alternatives.  All  existing  roads  and  trails  available  to  motorized 
recreationists  should  be  used  as  the  starting  alternative  for  all  analyses  and  impact  determinations. 
Establishment  of  this  baseline  alternative  is  crucial  to  the  evaluation  of  all  proposed  impacts  on 
motorized  recreationists.  Time  after  time  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  travel  planning  process  do 
not  include  a reasonable  motorized  alternative.  This  seems  to  be  a ploy  to  get  the  public  to  accept 
less  right  from  the  start.  The  process  is  predisposed  in  that  a minimal  number  of  motorized  access 
and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are  presented  as  the  preferred  alternative  from  the 
beginning  when  the  needs  of  the  public  are  just  the  opposite.  We  request  that  the  process  be 
restarted  and  that  all  existing  roads  and  trails  which  are  available  for  use  by  motorized  recreationists 
be  adequately  identified  as  the  baseline  altemativc. 
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03-99:  Such  analysis  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 


03-100:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-101:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 


03-102:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  1. 


03-103:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 


03-104:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-105:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response 
03-124.  The  proposed  action  describes  an  adapdve 
travel  management  process.  Refer  to  TM-Dl.1.8. 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  Pnvironmental  Impact  Statement 


K-41 


Appendix  K:  Public  Conunents  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


106 


03  (Cont.) 

Issue: 

In  an  attempt  to  close  as  many  existing  roads  and  trails  and  possible,  non-motorized  interests  keep 
trying  to  confuse  the  issues  by  suggesting  that  we  are  asking  for  illegally  created  trails.  We  are  not. 
The  tenn  “illegal  trails"  is  being  used  inappropriately.  Many  of  the  routes  being  referred  by  non- 
motorized  interests  as  “illegal  trails”  were  created  in  an  era  when  cross-country  travel  was  legal  and 
access  to  public  lands  was  encouraged  without  planning.  We  request  that  this  term  not  be  used  by 
the  agency  to  describe  those  legally  created  and  used  routes.  We  are  asking  for  continued  use  of 
trails  that  are  legitimately  recognized  by  the  agencies  including  those  defined  by  the:  3-State  OHV 
decision  and  route  definitions  (or  similar  definitions),  RS-2477  access  laws,  all  agency  mapping 
including  current  travel  plan  mapping  and  historic  and  current  visitor  mapping. 


Issue: 

The  need  for  more  non-motorized  hiking  trails  has  not  been  demonstrated  or  documented.  Non- 
motorized  hiking  trails  in  the  project  are  not  over-used.  At  the  same  time  there  is  need  for  more 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  yet  the  dominant  thinking  within  the 
agency  is  to  close  motorized  roads  and  trails  and  increase  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities. 

We  do  not  understand  why  the  public's  needs  do  not  carry  any  weight  in  the  process.  Why  is  it 
acceptable  to  make  decisions  that  fly  in  the  face  of  public  need?  It  appears  to  be  done  as  conscious 
and  organized  efforts  to  eliminate  a sector  of  the  public  from  public  lands.  The  needs  of  the  public 
are  being  ignored  in  favor  of  a management  agenda  that  is  contrary  to  the  needs  of  the  public. 
Priorities  for  management  of  public  land  have  swung  to  this  ridiculous  extreme.  We  request  that  the 
hidden  agenda  of  closure  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  which  is  so  contrary  to  the  needs  of  the 
public  be  addressed  and  corrected. 


Issue: 

During  a House  Resources  Committee  hearing  in  .San  Diego  during  August,  BLM  California  State 
Director  Mike  Pool,  made  a statement  while  being  questioned  by  Congressman  Bob  Filner  about 
closures  of  the  Sand  Mountain  area  to  motorized  recreationists.  Mr.  Pool  indicated  that  he,  as  a 
public  lands  manager,  is  forced  to  manage  lands  to  avoid  litigation. 

This  is  an  often  repeated  example  of  “managing  to  avoid  litigation."  This  has  become  a huge  issue 
with  the  current  management  of  public  lands.  Neither  the  butterfly  nor  the  buckwheat  plant  is 
threatened  or  endangered  at  Sand  Mountain.  No  "critical  habitat"  is  defined  or  required.  But  the 
threat  of  appeals  and  lawsuits  by  environmental  groups  is  real  and  that’s  what  drives  the  decision- 
making. Motorized  recreationists  have  not  used  lawsuits  to  the  extent  that  the  environmental  groups 
have  and  consequently,  motorized  opportunities  are  being  eliminated  because  they  are  a “lesser 
threat”  of  lawsuit  and  the  overarching  needs  of  the  public  are  being  ignored.  A sense  of  magnitude 
for  the  number  of  current  appeals  filed  by  environmental  groups  can  be  developed  by  reviewing  the 
Forest  Service  appeals  listing  at  http://www.fs.fed. us/enic/applit/appeal  decisions.htm.  The  system 
is  broken  because  it  is  neither  reasonable  nor  equitable  that  motorized  recreationists  have  to  appeal 
and  take  legal  action  in  order  to  get  a fair  decision. 

Issue: 


03-106:  We  have  not  used  the  term  “illegal  trails.”  The  3- 
State  OHV  EIS  does  not  apply  to  Idaho.  To  date, 
RS2477  has  not  been  an  issue  of  concern  in  the  planning 
area. 


03-107:  Planning  issues  were  identified  and  alternatives 
were  developed  based  on  public  input  during  the  public 
scoping  process  (see  Chapter  1). 


03-108:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Pursuing  environmental  perfectionism  is  not  an  equitable  goal  for  management  of  public  lands. 
“Tlie  pursuit  of  perfectionism  often  impedes  improvement"  (George  F.  Will).  The  unyielding 
pursuit  of  environmental  perfection  could  ultimately  lead  to  radical  changes  in  environmental  laws 
and  reduced  public  support  for  protection  of  the  environment.  It  is  important  that  a fundamental 
difference  in  doctrines  be  recognized.  We  believe  that  public  lands  are  here  for  us  to  enjoy  and  use 
responsibly  for  the  large  number  of  purposes.  The  underlying  doctrine  of  the  extreme 
envirorunentalists  on  the  other  hand  is  that  humans  are  intruders  on  and  have  no  place  in  the  natural 
environment.  Expecting  any  or  all  of  the  public  to  be  required  to  live  with  the  consequences  of 
uncompromising  environmental  perfectionism  is  an  unreasonable  expectation  and  it  must  be 
recognized  as  such.  Additionally,  the  expectation  of  a static  environment  is  unnatural.  Ecosystems 
have  been  changing  since  the  beginning  of  time  and  they  should  be  expected  to  continue  to  change 
and  adapt  at  both  micro  and  global  levels.  We  are  equally  concerned  about  protection  of  the 
environment  but  we  request  the  pursuit  of  a reasonable  and  practical  course  of  action,  which  will  do 
more  to  protect  the  environment  in  the  long-term.  We  request  that  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
pursuit  of  environmental  perfectionism  on  the  human  environment  be  evaluated  and  that  the 
cumulative  negative  impact  of  environmental  perfectionism  on  the  human  environment  be 
adequately  considered. 
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Issue; 

There  is  a shortage  of  dispersed  camping  areas  along  all  of  our  motorized  routes.  This  can  be 
confirmed  by  going  out  on  any  holiday  weekend  and  trying  to  find  a camp  spot.  In  order  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  public,  camps  spots  and  access  to  them  must  not  be  closed  because  of  access  and/or 
sanitation  concerns.  There  arc  ways  to  mitigate  any  access  concerns.  Sanitation  concerns  can  be 
addressed  by  constructing  vault  toilets  or  limiting  camping  to  self-contained  camping  units  which 
are  the  most  poplar  means  of  camping  now.  Additionally,  campers  that  are  not  self-contained  can  be 
required  to  pack  wastes  out  by  using  porta-potties  or  similar  devices. 


Ill 


Issue: 

In  order  to  conserve  energy,  adequate  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are  needed  within  a short 
distance  of  the  cities  and  towns  in  our  area.  In  order  to  conserve  energy,  we  request  that  all 
reasonable  OHV  routes  within  short  distance  of  urban  areas  be  developed  and  that  urban  OHV  trail 
heads  be  developed  where  ever  public  right-of-way  allows  access  to  public  land. 


Issue: 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-109:  Pursuit  of  environmental  perfectionism  was  not  a 
goal  in  this  RMP. 


03-110:  Please  see  response  03-13. 

03-111:  Please  refer  to  Maps  37-40.  “Because  of  the  scat- 
tered BLM  land  pattern,  the  CDAFO  has  a limited  land 
base  and  transportadon'  system  with  which  to  provide 
OHV  opportunities.  The  USFS  manages  most  of  the 
federal  lands  within  the  planning  area,  and  much  of  the 
Forest  Service  land  is  contiguous.  Consequentlv,  the 
opportunity  tor  OHV  use  is  largely  on  Forest  System 
lands.  Opportunities  exist  for  the  BLM  to  connect  trail 
and  roads  in  the  existing  and  planned  Forest  System  mo- 
torized road  and  trail  system”  (pg.  3-57).  Tlie  proposed 
action  designates  routes  that  ser\  e as  trailheads  or  con- 
nections to  the  National  Forest  transportation  system. 


K-42 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resouree  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  linrironmental  Impact  Statement 


Appendix  K:  Public  Conunents  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


112 


113 


114 


115 


115 


116 


117 


118 


119 


03  (Cont.) 

Hk  evaluation  and  decision-making  must  also  take  into  account  that  millions  of  acres  of  public  land 
near  the  pix>ject  anra  are  designated  national  parks,  monuments,  wilderness  and  non-motorized  areas 
where  motorized  access  and  recreation  is  not  allowed  or  severely  restricted.  Therefore,  the  project 
area  includes  a significant  number  of  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities  that  can  be 
quantified  in  many  ways  including  acres,  miles  of  trails,  an  infinite  number  of  miles  of  cross- 
country' travel  opportunities,  and  acres  per  visitor.  At  the  same  time  motorized  access  and  recreation 
is  limited  to  a relatively  small  corridor  and  network  of  roads  and  trails.  We  request  that  the 
ditference  in  visitor  use  between  designated  wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-usc  lands  and 
multiple-use  lands  be  acknowledged  and  adequately  addressed  in  the  evaluation.  We  also  request  a 
motorized  recreation  alternative  with  a recreation  opportunity  spectrum  (ROS)  comparable  to  the 
surrounding  ROS  available  for  non-motorized  recreationists  be  adopted  as  the  "proposed  action”. 

Issue; 

We  request  a starting  proposal  that  is  based  on  all  of  the  existing  roads  and  trails  available  to  the 
public.  Tlie  process  is  required  by  NEPA  to  be  neutral  and  a neutral  process  would  include  the  fair 
presentation  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  including  all  existing  roads  and  trails  plus  new  motorized 
opportunities  required  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  public.  Why  isn’t  this  reasonable  alternative  being 
presented?  We  are  concerned  that  the  process  is  manipulating  the  public  to  believe  that  an  entirely 
reasonable  alternative  based  on  existing  roads  and  trails  cannot  be  considered.  Again,  the  process  is 
predisposed  towards  closures  right  from  the  start  and  this  is  neither  right  nor  equitable. 

We  request  the  full  and  fair  disclosure  of  this  information  to  the  public.  The  starting  benchmark 
could  be  considered  deceptive.  NEPA  requires  adequate  disclosure  of  the  potential  impacts  of  a 
proposed  action  as  slated  in  CEQ  Sec.  1500.1  Purpose.  Most  important.  NEPA  documents  must 
concentrate  on  the  issues  that  are  truly  significant  to  the  action  in  question,  rather  than  amassing 
needless  detail.  It  shall  provide  full  and  fair  discussion  of  significant  environmental  impacts  and 
shall  inform  decisionmakers  and  the  public  of  the  reasonable  alternatives  which  would  avoid  or 
minimize  adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  Agencies  shall  focus  on 
significant  environmental  issues  and  alternatives  and  shall  reduce  paperwork  and  the  accumulation 
of  extraneous  background  data.  Statements  shall  be  concise,  clear,  and  to  the  point,  and  shall  be 
supported  by  evidence  that  the  agency  has  made  the  necessary'  environmental  analyses.  These 
requirements  have  not  been  met.  We  request  that  these  deficiencies  be  addressed  by  developing  a 
starting  benchmark  alternative  that  identifies  all  of  the  existing  roads  and  trails  available  to 
motorized  recreationisis  including  non-system  routes  and  those  falling  under  some  undefined 
definition  of  "unusable”  and  those  additional  routes  required  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  public. 

Issue: 

The  evaluation  needs  to  distinguish  the  difference  in  trail  requirements  and  impacts  between  atvs 
and  motorcycles  and  use  that  difference  to  justify  keeping  more  single  track  trails  open  to 
motorcycles. 

Issue: 

Well-funded  and  organized  non-motorized  groups  have  systematically  attacked  and  reduced 
economic  and  recreational  opportunities  associated  with  multiple-use  of  public  land  by  ordinary 
citizens.  This  attack  has  included  the  introduction  of  an  unreasonable  expectation  into  all  NEPA  and 
land  management  processes.  This  unreasonable  expectation  is  built  around  the  concept  that  non- 

U/&  d locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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sharing  of  public  lands  is  acceptable  and  that  conversion  of  multiple-use  public  lands  to  non- 
motorized,  narrow-use  or  defacto  wilderness  lands  is  acceptable.  Non-motorized  special-interests  do 
not  use  the  existing  roads  and  trails  as  much  as  the  public  uses  them  for  motorized  access.  Non- 
motorized  special-interests  simply  do  not  want  anyone  using  them  or  want  to  share  them  with 
anyone  else.  This  is  not  a reasonable  expectation,  it  is  inequitable  to  the  public  and  these 
unreasonable  expectations  must  not  be  rewarded  any  further.  It  is  not  acceptable  to  reward  people 
who  seldom  or  never  use  a road  or  trail  and  allow  them  to  shut  out  those  that  use  them  frequently. 

The  endorsement  of  this  unreasonable  expectation  by  agency  actions  has  significantly  impacted 
multiple-use  opportunities  on  public  lands  and  the  public  in  general.  The  cumulative  negative 
impact  of  this  unreasonable  expectation  is  significant.  Adequate  recognition  of  this  trend  and 
mitigation  must  now  be  implemented  in  order  to  counter  the  inequities  that  have  been  created  by 
allowing  this  unreasonable  expectation  to  have  so  much  influence  on  our  land  use  decisions. 

Issue: 

For  the  most  part,  the  existing  levels  of  roads  and  trails  have  acceptable  natural  environmental 
impacts  because  of  the  dispersed  level  of  use  that  it  allows.  Mitigation  can  be  implemented  in  those 
cases  where  there  are  environmental  problems.  The  management  trend  of  closure  after  closure  is 
concentrating  recreationists  into  smaller  and  smaller  areas.  The  cumulative  negative  impact  of  the 
closure  trend  will  either  produce  more  impact  than  allowing  use  of  the  existing  roads  and  trails  or 
squeeze  us  completely  out  from  public  lands.  We  request  that  this  fact  be  acknowledged  and  the 
trend  of  wholesale  closures  be  reversed  so  that  public  land  can  be  managed  using  the  most  sound 
natural  and  human  environmental  principles. 

Issue: 

It  appears  that  the  agencies  do  not  want  to;  (1)  accept  or  acknowledge  the  public  need  for  OHV 
recreation,  and  (2)  the  responsibility  as  a public  agency  to  provide  adequate  management  for  that 
recreation.  OHV  recreation  is  something  that  the  public  wants  and  enjoys  and  the  agencies  must  get 
off  the  fence  and  accept  the  responsibility  to  develop  OHV  recreational  resources  and  manage 
public  lands  for  OHV  recreation. 

Issue: 

The  use  of  the  name  “Travel  Management”  for  the  process  is  deceiving  the  public.  History  has 
demonstrated  that  this  is  a closure  and  restriction  process.  New  motorized  roads  or  trails  are  seldom 
created  by  the  process.  When  we  ask  visitors  that  we  meet  about  the  process  they  will  either  tell  us; 

( 1 ) that  they  expect  the  Forest  Service  to  look  out  for  their  needs,  or  (2)  that  the  Forest  Service  has 
already  made  up  their  mind  on  travel  planning  decisions  and  that  it  is  pointless  to  participate  in  the 
process. 

Issue: 

The  maps  and  figures  are  not  easily  understood.  There  are  no  identifiable  or  named  features  and  no 
road  and  trail  numbers  on  the  maps.  It  is  very  difficult  for  the  public  to  orient  themselves  and  to 
interpret  the  proposed  action  for  each  specific  road  and  trail.  Therefore,  the  public  cannot  adequately 
evaluate  the  proposal  and  cannot  develop  comments  with  reference  to  specific  roads  and  trails. 

Issue: 

U^e  are  a locai/y  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-112:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  paragraph  1 and  03- 
45,  paragraph  2. 

Also,  based  on  the  number  of  comments  received  con- 
cerning or  rcladng  to  recreation  settings,  Recreadon  Op- 
portunity Spectrum  (ROS)  was  added  to  Maps  20-23. 


03-113:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-114:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  paragraph  1 and  03- 
45,  paragraph  2. 


03-115:  BLM  did  not  have  this  “unreasonable  expectadon” 
during  this  planning  process. 


03-116:  Exisdng  OHV  management  does  not  allow  BLM 
to  adequately  manage  OHV  use  to  prevent  degradadon  of 
other  resources,  or  user  conflicts.  The  preferred  alterna- 
dve  is  intended  to  allow  for  significant  retendon  of  OHV 
use  areas  while  proteedng  other  resources. 

03-117:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  paragraph  1 and  03- 
45. 


03-118:  Comment  pertains  to  the  USFS,  not  BLM. 


)3-119:  Each  map  has  been  prepared  according  to  BLM 
standards. 
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National  Forest  otTicials  have  stated  that  all  challenging  motorized  roads  and  trails  would  be 
eliminated  due  to  their  concerns  about  hazards  on  those  routes.  For  many  of  us,  these  are  the  very 
routes  that  we  consider  to  have  the  greatest  recreational  value.  Again,  this  is  another  example  of 
predisposition  and  discrimination.  Discrimination  is  to  make  a choice,  a distinction.  We  all  make 
choices,  every  day.  Discrimination  becomes  illegal  when  choices  made  limit  the  possibilities  of 
some  groups  or  some  individuals.  Other  forest  visitors  tUid  their  recreation  opportunities  are  not 
subjected  to  this  criterion.  For  example,  this  concern  has  never  been  used  to  limit  the  opportunities 
for  hunters,  fisher  folks,  woodcutters,  equestrians,  river  floaters,  campers,  hang  gliders,  rock 
climbers,  hikers,  skiers,  anyone  driving  anywhere  in  the  forest,  etc.  We  request  that  this 
unreasonable  and  discriminatory  criterion  be  dropped  immediately  from  the  process  and  that  the 
priKess  be  restarted  without  this  criterion. 


Issue; 

llic  cumulative  negative  impact  of  multiple-use  and  motorized  recreational  closures  (in  acres  of 
unrestricted  area,  miles  of  roads  and  trails,  and  recreational  opportunities)  by  all  past  decisions 
including  plans,  and  the  creation  of  wildlife  areas,  wilderness,  wilderness  study  areas,  roadless 
areas,  monuments,  national  parks  and  non-motorized  areas  has  not  been  adequately  recognized  and 
it  is  significant.  We  have  not  seen  the  agencies  tabulate  the  amount  of  motorized  recreational 
opportunity  lost  during  the  past  35  ± years.  Additionally,  most  of  the  past  actions  that  have  involved 
motorized  closures  have  not  included  a comprehensive  route  inventory.  Therefore,  many  motorized 
closures  have  occurred  because  the  routes  were  not  identified  during  the  process  and  the  process 
ended  with  a closed  unless  posted  open  conclusion.  We  have  experienced  the  significant  cumulative 
loss  first  hand.  We  estimate  that  today's  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are  less  than  50%  of 
the  level  available  in  1970. 
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Table  2 

Partial  list  of  Current  and  Immediate 
Past  Actions  Affecting  Multiple-Use/Motorized  Recreation 


United  States  Court  Of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit 
No.  01-35690  D.C.  No.  CV-96-00152-DWM 
All  Resource  Management  Plans  and  Planning  Actions 
(inter-agency)  Grizzly  Bear  Recovery  Plan 
(inter-agency)  ICBEMP 

(inter-agency)  Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amendment 
(inter-agency )3-States  OHV  Strategy 
B-DNF  Continental  Divide  Trail  near  Jackson,  MT 
B-DNF  Whitetail  Pipestone  Travel  Plan 
B-DNF  Forest  Plan  Update 
B-DNF  Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation 
B-DNF  Continental  Divide  trail  near  Feely 
B-DNF  Continental  Divide  trail  near  Whitetail- 
Pipestone 

B-DNF  Social  Assessment 

B-DNF  Mussigbrod  Post  Fire  Roads  Management 

B-DNF  Trail  #313  and  Monnon  Gulch  Closure 

B-DNF  & BLM  Flint  Creek  Watershed  Project 

Big  Horn  NF  Forest  Plan  Revision 

BLM  Ail  existing  management  plans  and  travel  plans 

BLM  Blackicaf  Project  EIS 


BLM  Dillon  Resource  Management  Plan 

BLM  Headwater  Resource  Management  Plan 

BLM  Arizona  Strip  Travel  Plan 

BLM  Bruneau  Resource  Area  Travel  Plan 

BLM  Escalante  Grand  Staircase  Monument 

BLM  Missouri  Breaks  Monument 

BLM  Moab  Resource  Management  Plans 

BLM  National  OHV  Strategy 

BLM  National  Mountain  Biking  Strategic  Action  Plan 

BLM  San  Rafael  Travel  Plan 

BLM  Sleeping  Giant  Travel  Plan 

BLM  Whitetail/Pipestone  Rec.  Management  Strategy 

BLM  Lake  Havasu  RMP 

BLM  Sustaining  Working  Landscapes  Initiative 

BLM  Rocky  Mountain  Front  Scenery  Evaluation 

Project 

BLM  Kanab  Resource  Management  Plan 
BLM  Miles  City  Resource  Management  Plan 
Bitterroot  NF  Fire  Salvage  EIS 
Bitterroot  NF  Post-fire  Weed  Mitigation  EIS 
Bitterroot  NF  Sapphire  Divide  Trail 
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Bitterroot  NF  Forest  Plan  Revision 

Caribou  NF  Travel  Plan 

Custer  National  Forest  Travel  Plan 

EPA  Tenmile  Creek  Watershed  Plan 

Flathead  NF  Robert  Wedge  Post  Fire  Project 

Flathead  NF  West  Side  Reservoir  Post  Fire  Project 

Flathead  NF  Forest  Plan  Revisions 

Flathead  NF  Moose  Post  Fire  Road  Closures 

Flathead  NF  Spotted  Bear  Road  Closures 

Gallatin  NF  2002  Travel  Plan  Update 

Helena  NF  Whites  Gulch  Closure 

Helena  NF  Figure  8 Route  Closure 

Helena  NF  Blackfoot  Travel  Plan 

Helena  NF  Blackfoot  Water  Quahty  Plan 

Helena  NF  Cave  Gulch  Fire  Salvage  Sale 

Helena  NF  Clancy-Unionville  Plan 

Helena  NF  North  Belts  Travel  Plan 

Helena  NF  North  Divide  Travel  Plan 

Helena  NF  Noxious  Weed  Plan 

Helena  NF  South  Bells  Travel  Plan 

Helena  NF  South  Divide  Travel  Plan 

Helena  NF  Continental  Divide  National  Scenic  Trail 

Humboldt  Toiyabe  NF  Charleston-Jarbidge  Road 

Humboldt  Toiyabe  NF  Spring  Mountains  NRA 

Kootenai  NF  Bristow  Restoration  Project 

Kootenai  NF  MeSwede  Restoration  Project 

Kootenai  NF  Forest  Plan  Revisions 

Lolo  NF  Forest  Plan  Revision 

L&CNF  Little  Belt  Travel  Plan 
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L&CNF  Judith  Restoration  Plan 

L&CNF  Rocky  Mountain  Front  Travel  Plan 

L&CNF  Snowy  Mountain  Travel  Plan 

L&CNF  Travel  Plan  update 

Montana  State  Wolf  Plan 

Montana  State  Trail  Grant  Program  PEIS 

Montana  State  Trail  Plan  PEIS 

Montana  FWP  Statewide  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 

Nez  Perce  NF  Travel  Plan  Revisions 

NPS  Salt  Creek  Road  Closure 

NPS  Yellowstone  Winter  Plan  (snowmobile  closure) 

Payette  NF  Travel  Plan  Revisions 

Sawtooth  NF  Travel  Plan  Revisions 

Shoshone  NF  LRMP 

USFS  All  existing  forest  plans  and  travel  plans 
USFS  National  OHV  Policy  and  Implementation 
USFS  Forest  Plan  Amendments  for  Grizzly  Bear 
Habitat  Conservation 

USFS  National  Strategic  Plan  2003  Update 
USFS  Roadless 
USFS  Roadless  Rule  II 
USFS  Roads  Policy 

USFS  National  Land  Management  Plan  Revisions 

USFWS  Bull  Trout  Recovery  Plan 

USFWS  Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout  ESA 

USFWS  CMR  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Road  Closures 

USFWS  Sage  Grouse  Plan 

USFWS  Rocky  Mountain  Front  Conservation 

Easements 


The  projects  listed  in  Table  2 have  typically  proposed  to  or  have  reduced  motorized  recreation  from 
20%  to  100%.  Additionally,  each  time  an  action  involving  travel  management  is  updated  it  typically 
closes  another  20%  to  50%  to  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  The  cumulative  negative 
effect  of  past  actions  has  contributed  to  a reduction  in  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational 
opportunities  over  the  past  35  ± years  that  is  greater  than  50%.  The  magnitude  of  the  cumulative 
effect  of  the  motorized  closure  trend  must  be  identified  and  evaluated  as  a significant  impact  on 
motorii^d  visitors. 


We  request  an  adequate  evaluation  of  the  significant  cumulative  loss  in  miles,  acres,  and  quality  of 
motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities  within  public  lands  as  required  under  40  CFR  1508.7 
and  1508.25,  and  guidelines  published  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Considering 
Cumulative  Effects  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act”.  Table  2 is  provided  as  a starting 
point  of  the  projects  that  need  to  be  considered  as  part  of  that  evaluation. 
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Issue: 

Because  of  the  large  number  of  projects  affecting  the  public  (Table  2)  and  the  limited  amount  of 
time  that  individuals  have  including  most  working  class  citizens,  agencies  can  not  expect  the  level 
of  public  participation  to  be  high.  This  docs  not  justify  taking  recreation  opportunities  from  the 
public  including  working  class  citizens. 


Issue: 


03-120:  Comment  pertains  to  national  forests,  not  BL.M 

lands. 


03-121:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 


03-122:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response 
03-49. 


U/p  are  a locally  supported  association  uihose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03  (Cent.) 

I'he  t'orvsu  watershed  and  viewshed  planning  process  tends  to  intluence  motorized  access  and 
HH^torized  recreation  in  an  undisclosed  manner  that  is  deceiving  the  public.  For  example,  forest 
plans,  watershed  plans  and  view  shed  plans  such  as  the  Helena  National  Forest  Plan,  Beaverhead- 
OeerliHige  National  Forest  Plan,  Little  Blackfool  River  Watershed  Plan,  Tenmile  Creek  Watershed 
Plan  and  Scener>  Evaluation  Plan  for  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  oRcn  set  management  goals  for 
areas  that  will  ultimately  result  in  the  elimination  of  motorized  recreation  yet  motorized 
recreationists  are  unaware  that  these  actions  will  ultimately  aflcct  them.  This  back  door  process  does 
not  meet  the  NEPA  requirement  for  adequate  public  disclosure  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action.  Adequate  public  disclosure  in  these  cases  would  require  direct  means  of  communication 
with  motorized  recreationists  to  inform  them  of  the  potential  changes  that  will  result  from  the 
respective  plan.  ITiis  process  of  non-disclosure  has  been  used  to  efTectively  eliminate  many 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  and  contributes  to  the  cumulative 
negative  impact  of  closures  on  motorized  recreationists.  We  request  that  the  cumulative  negative 
impact  of  past  planning  actions  on  motorized  recreationists  be  adequately  evaluated  and  considered 
during  the  decision-making  process. 
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Issue; 

If  allowed  to  continue  the  trend  of  closure  after  closure  of  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  will  result  in  an  extremely  limited  number  of  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreational  opportunities.  If  allowed  to  continue  to  that  end  as  proposed  by  current 
management  schemes,  motorized  access  and  motorized  will  become  so  concentrated  that  the 
impacts  on  natural  resources  will  become  significantly  greater  than  the  alternative  of  continuing  to 
allow  a reasonable  level  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  on  all  multiple-use  lands.  We 
believe  that  it  is  time  that  this  trend  to  terminate  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  on 
public  be  evaluated.  We  request  that  the  trend  of  cumulative  closures,  the  cumulative  negative 
impacts  associated  w ith  that  trend  and  the  reasonable  alternative  of  maintaining  the  existing  level  of 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  must  be  adequately  addressed.  We  also  request  that  the 
proposed  action  include  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  to  compensate  for  the  significant  impact  from 
the  cumulative  effect  of  all  past  actions  that  have  affected  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreationists. 


Issue: 

Motorized  visitors  are  continually  losing  significant  recreational  opportunities  by  conversion  of 
multiple-use  areas  to  non-motorized  areas.  We  are  greatly  concerned  about  the  cumulative  negative 
impact  associated  with  the  reduction  of  multiple-use  and  OHV  recreation  opportunities  because  it  is 
significant.  We  do  not  expect  to  have  the  freedom  to  go  anywhere  and  do  anything  that  we  want. 
However,  we  are  losing  the  basic  opportunity  to  travel  to  places  and  experience  outdoor  recreation 
that  we  have  enjoyed  for  decades.  We  are  losing  routes  that  fathers  have  taught  sons  and  daughters 
and  even  grandchildren  to  ride  on.  People  are  calling  us  and  asking  where  they  can  go  to  ride.  What 
are  we  supposed  to  tell  them?  The  continual  loss  of  motorized  access  and  recreational  opportunities 
is  seriously  degrading  the  local  culture  and  quality  of  life.  Public  land  is  a cultural  resource  and 
access  to  the  project  area  for  many  uses  is  part  of  the  local  culture.  The  decision  for  this  project 
must  consider  the  impacts  that  any  closures  will  have  on  this  culture. 
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We  are  opposed  to  any  proposed  action  that  further  contributes  to  this  cumulative  negative  impact 
on  multiple-use  and  OHV  recreationists  because  it  is  already  significant.  Recreation  opportunities 
for  multiple-use  and  OHV  recreationists  are  being  significantly  reduced  at  a time  when  the  need  for 
these  categories  of  recreation  is  growing.  There  is  no  reasonable  justification  for  closing  these  lands 
dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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to  multiple-uses.  Management  of  public  lands  for  multiple-use  is  the  most  equitable  and  responsive 
approach  available  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  citizens  including  motorized  recreationists.  We  request 
that  the  evaluation  and  proposed  action  adequately  address  this  condition  and  not  contribute  further 
to  this  cumulative  negative  impact  because  it  is  already  having  a major  impact  on  motorized 
recreationists. 
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Issue: 

The  trend  of  closure  after  closure  after  closure  after  closure  of  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  and  the  associated  cumulative  negative  impacts  of  that  trend  is  no  longer 
acceptable  without  adequate  mitigation.  A reasonable  mitigation  plan  must  be  developed  for  each 
action  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  significant  cumulative  impacts  on  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreationists. 


Issue: 

Current  land  management  trends  are  applying  wilderness  standards  and  criteria  to  lands  intended  for 
multipie-use.  For  example,  total  National  Forest  area  equals  191,856,000  acres 
(http://roadless.fs.fed.us/documents/feis/data/sheets/acres/appendix_forest_acres.html).  Total 
designated  wildemess/protected  areas  equal  42,351,000  acres  or  28%  of  the  total  forest  area. 
Additionally,  there  are  other  non-motorized  designations  that  effectively  eliminate  motorized  access 
and  motorized  recreation  in  large  areas  of  the  forest. 

Other  designations  that  preclude  unrestricted  multiple-uses  include  roadless  areas  which  total 
54,327,000  acres  or  22%  of  the  total  forest  area.  First,  the  rules  governing  identified  roadless  areas 
clearly  allow  motorized  recreation  and  roadless  areas  currently  provide  many  important  motorized 
recreational  opportunities.  However,  in  practice  roadless  areas  are  managed  with  restrictions  that 
severely  restrict  multiple-use  and  access  of  those  areas  by  the  public.  Therefore,  the  national  forest 
area  with  severe  access  and  use  restrictions  totals  at  least  96,678,000  acres  or  50%  of  the  total  forest 
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Similar  trends  have  occurred  on  lands  managed  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (DOI)  which  total  507 
million  acres  which  is  about  one-fifth  of  the  land  in  the  United  States.  Acreages  managed  by  each 
Interior  agency  include:  262  million  acres  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  95  million 
acres  managed  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  84  million  acres  managed  by  the  National  Park 
Service,  8.6  million  acres  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  56  million  acres  managed  by 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Statistics  summarizing  acres  of  multiple-use  and  restricted-use  on  DOI 
lands  are  not  readily  available  to  the  public,  however,  a significant  portion  of  these  lands  have 
limited  motorized  access  and  limited  motorized  recreational  opportunities.  DOI  should  adequately 
disclose  these  land  use  statistics  to  the  public  including  motorized  recreationists  as  quickly  as 
possible. 


Therefore,  the  cumulative  negative  effect  of  the  pre-Columbian  scheme,  wilderness  designations, 
wilderness  study  areas,  national  parks,  monument  designations,  roadless 
designations,  non-motorized  area  designations,  travel  management,  wildlife 
management  areas  and  other  restrictive  management  designations  over  the 
past  35  ± years  have  restricted  the  public  land  area  (USDA  and  DOI) 
available  to  multiple-use  visitors  seeking  motorized  access  and/or 
mechanized  recreational  experiences  (over  95%  of  the  public  land  visitors)  to 
lets  than  50%  of  the  total  national  forest  and  public  land  area. 

U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  uthose  purpose  Is  to  presen/e  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  tnrougn  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-123:  This  comment  concerns  National  h’orest  planning 
procedures  and  does  not  apply  to  the  BLM.  All  processes 
used  to  plan  and  evaluate  effects  on  these  resources  are 
described  in  the  DRMP/EIS,  which  was  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  BLM  Land  use  Planning  handbook. 

03-124:  The  proposed  action  would  establish  a “limited” 
travel  designadon  on  most  BLM  land  (Acdon  TM- 
Dl.l.l).  To  implement  this  RMP  allocadon,  motor  vehi- 
cle use  would  be  restricted  to  certain  designated  routes 
(Except,  cross-country  travel  by  snowmobile  would  be 
allowed  on  frozen  and  snow  covered  ground  on  63,373 
acres).  Use  of  some  routes  would  be  further  restricted  by 
season  of  use  or  class  of  vehicle.  Implementation 
decisions  to  establish  a network  of  designated  routes  are 
made  in  the  RMP.  Please  refer  to  Maps  37-40.  This 
action  represents  a shift  away  from  “open”  designations 
and  unregulated  use  to  more  active  management  and 
regulated  use.  The  action  strikes  a balance  between  the 
management  requirements  of  the  resources  that  are  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  affected  by  motorized  travel  with  user 
needs  for  extensive  motorized  recreation  access  which  is 
consistent  with  our  multiple  use  resource  management 
objectives.  The  action  complies  with  legal  requirements 
of  laws  such  as  the  FLPMA,  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969,  and  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species  Act  as  well  as  Executive  Order  No.  11644  (as 
amended  by  Executive  Order  No. 11989).  Also,  the  ac- 
tion is  consistent  with  agency  regulations  and  guidance 
contained  at  43  CFR  8340,  H-1601-1  Land  Use  Planning 
Handbook,  Appendix  C,  and  the  BLM  2001  National 
Management  Strategy'  for  Motorized  Off-highway  Vehicle 
Use  on  Public  Lands. 

Environmental  consequences  are  described  in  Chapter  4. 
Our  analysis  of  impacts  on  recreation  found  that  the 
proposed  travel  management  actions  would  “alter  some 
recreation  users’  experiences  by  limiting  motorized  op- 
portunities” (pg.4-145).  We  also  found  that  under  the 
proposed  action  more  area  would  be  actively  managed  for 
recreation  and  “the  transportation  system  would  be  main- 
tained and  expanded  to  meet  related  recreation 
goals”  (pg.  4-156)  The  proposed  action  was  found  to 
“balance  cumulative  effects  on  general  socioeconom- 
ics.” (pg.  4-172). 


03-125:  Please  see  response  03-124. 

03-126:  Please  see  response  03-124. 

03-127:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5,  03-7,  03-45, 
paragraph  2,  and  03-75. 
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Comments 


Responses 


03  (Cont.) 

U is  not  reasonable  to  close  this  area  to  ll\c  majority  of  uses.  In  order  to  be  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
the  public  all  of  the  remaining  (100%)  multiple-use  public  lands  should  be  managed  for  multiple- 
uses  including  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  Therefore,  all  public  lands  such  as  those 
in  this  project  area  must  remain  open  as  multiple-use  lands  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  the 
significant  cumulative  negative  cITect  associated  with  the  trend  of  converting  multiple-use  lands  to 
limited-use  lands.  We  request  that  the  document  and  decision  evaluate  the  needs  of  multiple-use  and 
motorized  recreationists  and  adequately  evaluate  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  that  have  resulted 
from  inadequate  evaluation  in  past  actions.  We  also  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be 
included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 


Issue: 

We  request  that  the  over-arching  management  goals  for  all  multiple-use  public  lands  be  to: 

(1)  Manage  multipie-use  lands  for  the  greatest  benefit  to  the  public; 

(2)  Manage  multiple-use  lands  in  an  environmentally  sound  and  reasonable  manner; 

(3)  Manage  multipie-use  lands  in  a way  that  avoids  the  pursuit  of  environmental  extremism;  and 

(4)  Manage  multiple-use  lands  in  a way  that  promotes  the  shared-use  that  they  were  intended  for 
versus  segregaied-use  or  exclusive-use. 
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Issue: 

Sign-in  kiosks  are  routinely  provided  at  wilderness  trailheads  to  record  the  use  of  wilderness  areas. 
We  have  never  seen  an  equivalent  facility  or  program  and  this  lack  of  data  puts  motorized  recreation 
at  a disadvantage. 
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Issue: 

The  cumulative  negative  effect  of  management  trends  over  the  past 
35  ± years  has  significantly  increased  non-molorized  recreational 
opportunities  while  motorized  recreational  opportunities  have  been 
significantly  decreased.  Non-motorized  recreationists  have  many 
choices  while  motorized  recreationists  have  few  choices.  We 
request  that  the  document  evaluate  the  significant  cumulative 
negative  effects  of  this  trend  and  that  the  decision  be  based  on 
correcting  this  trend  in  order  to  equitably  meet  the  needs  of 
motorized  recreationists. 
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Issue: 

Agency  staff  has  told  us  that  they  intend  to  focus  on  resource  management  issues.  Issues  related  to 
the  management  of  natural  resources  have  received  most  of  the  attention  during  the  evaluation  while 
socio-economic  issues  surrounding  motorized  access  and  recreation  are  largely  ignored.  This  lack  of 
adequate  recognition  has  led  to  the  creation  of  significant  socio-economic  issues  affecting  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment  for  motorized  recreationists.  Land  management  agencies  must 
acknowledge  that  public  land  has  significant  meaning  and  socio-economic  value  to  the  public.  We 
request  that  all  significant  issues  involving  the  human  environment  for  motorized  recreationists  be 
adequately  considered  during  the  evaluation  and  decision-making  process. 


Issue: 
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U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  wpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tprougn  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Travel  management  documents  have  historically  over-emphasized  the  potential  positive  impacts  to 
some  resource  areas  and  under-emphasized  the  impacts  to  other  resource  areas  both  in  numbers  of 
pages  devoted  to  a resource  and  in  the  conclusions.  For  example,  in  the  Clancy-Unionville  FEIS  and 
DSEIS  there  are  about  100  pages  discussing  potential  positive  impacts  to  wildlife  and  fisheries  and 
less  than  2 pages  discussing  negative  impacts  to  motorized  recreationists.  This  emphasis  in  the 
process  has  pre-determined  that  the  human  environment  will  be  sacrificed  for  incrementally  small 
benefits  to  some  resources.  The  emphasis  in  the  analysis  does  not  reasonably  consider  incrementally 
small  improvements  (0-5%)  to  the  natural  environment  against  an  incrementally  significant  impact 
(50%)  to  the  human  environment.  We  request  that  significant  human  environment  issues  involving 
motorized  recreationists  be  adequately  considered  and  weighed  in  the  travel  management  process. 

Issue: 

The  existing  level  of  motorized  access  and  recreation  was  developed  by  the  community  through 
years  of  involvement  in  direct  relation  to  the  need  for  motorized  access  and  recreational 
opportunities.  The  community  is  accustomed  and  relies  on  this  level  of  access  and  recreation.  We 
request  that  the  project  area  remain  open  to  multiple-use  and  the  public  and  that  a reasonable 
preferred  alternative  be  based  on  the  existing  level  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation. 

Issue: 

Why  use  so  many  indirect  attempts  such  as  public  meetings  and  open  houses  to  gather  feedback 
from  motorized  recreationists?  Why  not  just  go  directly  to  motorized  recreationists  in  the  field  and 
at  club  meetings  and  ask  them?  NEPA  encourages  direct  coordination  with  the  impacted  public 
instead  of  a process  tailor  made  for  special-interest  environmental  groups. 

Issue: 

Tlie  dominant  direction  taken  by  the  agencies  is  to  use  the  travel  planning  process  as  a process  to 
eliminate  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities.  Instead,  the  travel  management  process 
should  be  directed  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  public  for  multiple-use,  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation  on  public  lands.  NEPA  requires  that  agencies  “Rigorously  explore  and  objectively 
evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives....”  [40  CFR  1502.14(a)].  We  ask  that  you  develop  a preferred 
alternative  that  preserves  and  enhances  multiple-use  interests  and  motorized  recreation. 

Issue: 

Managing  public  lands  for  exclusive-use  by  a few  people  or  non-use  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
community,  'fhere  are  limited  public  lands  available.  We  need  to  manage  those  lands  for  maximum 
communal  benefit.  We  request  that  available  uses  of  the  project  area  be  maximized  as  required  by 
NEPA  so  that  life’s  amenities  can  be  enjoyed  by  as  many  people  as  possible. 

Issue: 

fhe  over-arching  intent  of  NEPA  was  not  to  eliminate  humans  from  the  natural  environment  as 
proposed  by  some.  Instead,  the  intent  of  NEPA  was  to  provide  for  a practical  and  reasonable 
protection  of  the  natural  environment  while  providing  for  a wide  sharing  of  life’s  amenities.  Note 
that  NEPA  specifically  used  the  word  “sharing”.  Sharing  can  only  be  accomplished  by  managing 
public  land  for  multiple  uses. 

Issue: 

I The  following  statement  on  Page  1 1 7 of  the  Big  Snowy  EA  is  made  in  regards  to  cumulative 
I negative  cITccls  and  OHV  recreation;  “/r  would  appear  that  the  combination  of  all  these  actions  by 
U/e  dre  a locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-128:  Please  see  respemse  03-3. 

03-129:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Site  specific  moni- 
toring of  visitor  use  is  generally  not  performed  in  exten- 
sive recreation  management  areas  as  most  of  the  Bl.M 
lands  within  the  planning  area  are  currently  classified. 
Since  the  proposed  action  would  establish  additional 
special  recreation  management  areas,  visitor  use  monitor- 
ing actions  would  increase.  Specific  monitoring  locations 
and  methods  are  implementation  actions  that  would  be 
specifically  addressed  through  aedvity  planning.  Also  be 
aware  that  various  t)'pes  of  traffic  counters  may  be  more 
effeedve  at  monitoring  motor  vehicle  use  levels  than  sign- 
in  registers.  The  presence  of  a traffic  counter  may  or  may 
not  be  readily  apparent  or  known  to  the  user. 


03-130:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  2. 

03-131:  A socioeconomic  report  has  been  prepared  for  this 
project,  and  is  available  for  public  re\dew  at 
www.cdarmp.com.  Also  refer  to  response  03-45. 


03-132:  This  and  all  comments  submitted  will  be  consid- 
ered during  preparation  of  the  final  RJMP/EIS.  Also  refer 
to  response  03-45. 


03-133:  Please  see  responses 
45. 


above  03-124,  03-5  and  03- 


03-134:  Please  see  response  03-202. 


03-135:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response 
03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-136:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-137:  Please  see  response  03-3. 

(93-138:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Most  of  this  com- 
ment does  not  directly  relate  to  this  RMP.  Trends  in 
recreation  demands  have  been  identified  bv  the  BLM  and 
the  proposed  action  structured  to  appropriatelv  rcsynind. 
Please  see  response  03-124,  paragniph  2 and  03-45. 
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land  agencies  mav  have  a cumulative  effect  on  opportunities  for  OHV  recreation.  It  is 

impossiNe  to  4fuanti/y  the  effect,  because  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  a State-wide  tally  of 
number  oj  miles  oj  rtxids  and  trails  open  to  OHVs  Likewise,  no  one  has  an  estimate  of  numbers  of 
miles  of  roads  and  trails  needed  to  meet  the  demand  for  motorized  OHV'  recreation.  ” 

Page  262  of  the  Supplement  to  Big  Snowy  EA.  ‘7n  looking  deeper  into  the  i.s.we  of  equitable 
opportunities,  we  found  that  the  Forest  Service  reported  133.0S7  miles  of  trail  nationally  in  1996, 
but  unfortunately  there  is  no  breakdown  oJ  how  many  miles  of  these  trails  are  open  to  motorized 
travel  versus  non-motorized  travel.  ” 

Page  263  of  the  Supplement  to  Big  Snowy  EA.  "'Region  I of  the  Forest  Service  reports  18.024 
miles  of  trail  within  just  Montana.  Unfortunately,  none  ofthe.se  reports  break  down  the  information 
into  miles  of  road  or  trail  open  to  motorized  use.  " 


These  statements  in  the  Supplement  indicate  that  the  agency  was  not  able  to  assess  whether  the 
needs  of  motorized  recreationists  are  being  met  because  data  does  not  exist.  It  appears  that  OHV 
user  data  is  not  being  collected  because  the  agency  does  not  want  to  quantify  or  recognize  OHV  use 
and  popularity.  Our  observations  of  recreationists  on  multiple-use  public  lands  from  1999  through 
2005  (available  upon  request)  indicate  that  96%  of  the  visitors  were  associated  with  multiple-uses 
involving  motorized  access  and/or  mechanized  recreation.  This  is  also  consistent  with  the  Social 
Assessment  for  the  Beaverhead- Deerlodge  National  Forest  which  reported  that  97.45%  of  the 
visitors  to  Region  1 in  year  2000  enjoyed  recreation  opportunities  found  in  multiple-use  areas. 
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These  statements  also  indicate  that  the  agency  was  not  able  to  assess  the  cumulative  negative 
impacts  on  motorized  access  and  recreationists  because  data  does  not  exist.  This  lack  of  information 
is  a significant  reason  why  motorized  recreationists  are  suffering  such  significant  reductions  in 
recreation  opportunity.  Because  data  does  not  exist,  agencies  cannot  quantify  the  individual  and 
cumulative  negative  impacts  of  each  motorized  access  and  recreation  closure  on  motorized 
recreationists.  This  lack  of  data  and  consideration  is  being  used  to  the  advantage  of  non-motorized 
interests  because  the  agency  is  not  recognizing  the  significant  need  for  multiple-use  opportunities 
including  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation. 


If  the  present  trend  continues  for  a few  more  years,  the  loss  of  motorized  access  and  recreation  will 
be  so  significant  that  the  collection  of  meaningful  data  will  be  precluded  because  motorized 
opportunities  will  be  largely  eliminated  and  motorized  visitors  will  be  permanently  displaced 
(absent  from  public  lands).  Based  on  our  observations,  we  estimate  that  motorized  access  and 
recreation  opportunities  have  been  reduced  by  at  least  50%  since  the  1960’s  by  the  significant 
cumulative  negative  effect  of  wilderness  designations,  wilderness  study  areas,  national  parks, 
monument  designations,  roadless  designations,  non-motorized  area  designations,  travel 
management,  wildlife  management  areas  and  other  restrictive  management  designations. 


Motorized  visitors  are  continually  losing  significant  recreational  opportunities  by  conversion  of 
multiple-use  areas  to  non-motorized  areas.  This  is  a significant  impact  that  has  occurred 
cumulatively  by  a process  of  thousands  of  individual  closures.  The  lack  of  data  does  not  justify 
imposing  a significant  impact  on  motorized  recreationists.  We  request  that  this  cumulative  negative 
impact  be  addressed  by  the  collection  of  data  and  the  fair  evaluation  of  the  need  for  motorized 
access  and  motorized  recreation.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be 
included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 

dre  d locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue: 

Mailings  and  telephone  interviews  as  done  in  past  studies  do  not  accurately  locate  the  people 
visiting  public  lands.  Our  field  observations  of  trail  use  in  multiple-use  areas  and  the  Social 
Assessment  for  the  Beaverhead-Deerlodge  National  Forest  have  found  that  over  96%  of  the  visitors 
were  associated  with  multiple-uses  that  involved  motorized  access  and/or  mechanized  recreation. 
We  request  that  effective  methods  be  developed  to  involve  and  account  for  motorized  access  and 
mechanized  recreationists. 


140 


Issue: 

There  was  considerably  more  human  activity  in  the  project  area  during  the  period  from  1870  to  1940 
when  mining,  logging,  homesteading,  ranching,  and  pioneer  activity  was  high.  Therefore,  there  is 
considerably  less  human  activity  and  human-caused  impact  now  than  during  any  period  in  the  last 
130  years.  We  request  that  this  trend  be  in  included  in  the  analysis.  This  trend  also  contributes  to  the 
cumulative  negative  impact  of  less  access  and  less  use  of  public  lands  that  has  become  significant. 
We  request  that  the  decision-making  reverse  the  trend  of  less  access  and  less  use  of  public  lands  by 
including  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative 
negative  impacts  on  motorized  recreationists. 
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Issue: 

Motorized  recreation  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  fastest  growing  activities  on  federal  lands  within 
this  country  yet  recreation  opportunities  for  motorized  recreationists  are  always  being  reduced. 
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Issue: 

National  Forests  and  BLM  lands  are  effectively  being  managed  as  “National  Forest  Park”  or 
"limited-use”  or  “exclusive-use”  areas  because  of  the  volume  of  lawsuits  filed  by  environmental 
groups.  This  is  contrary  to  the  needs  of  the  public  who  enjoy  or  depend  on  lands  managed  for 
multiple-uses  including  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  The  concepts  of  “Multiple-Use” 
and  the  “Land  of  Many  Uses”  need  to  be  restored  as  envisioned  by  the  first  Forest  Service  Chief, 
Gifford  Pinchot  who  directed  that  “....  National  Forest  lands  are  managed  for  the  greatest  good  for 
the  greatest  number  of  people. . .”.  This  is  no  longer  the  case  and.  consequently,  the  Forest  Service 
no  longer  has  any  credibility  with  the  public.  We  request  that  the  document  address  restoration  of 
these  concepts  and  steps  be  taken  to  restore  reasonable  multiple-use  management  and  decision- 
making to  public  lands. 
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Issue: 

A CNN  poll  (available  upon  request)  asked  the  question  “Do  you  think  off-road  vehicles  (ORVs) 
should  be  banned  from  unpaved  areas  of  natural  forest  land?"  and  found  about  15%  said  yes  and 
85%  did  not  think  ORVs  should  be  banned.  A poll  taken  by  Backpacker  magazine 
thttp://www.backpacker.com/tx)ll/0.3 1 89..00.html ) found  that  out  of  21,000+  responses  96%  of  the 
respondents  answered  “yes”  to  the  question  “Should  off-road  vehicles  be  allowed  in  national 
parksr 


Therefore,  elimination  of  motorized  access  and  recreation  on  public  lands  is  not  widely  supported. 
We  request  that  the  document  and  decision-making  reflect  citizens’  support  for  moloriz,ed  access 
and  recreation. 


Responses 


03-139:  Please  see  responses  03-17  and  03-49. 


03-140:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-141:  Please  see  response  03-45. 


03-142:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-143:  Please  see  responses  03-45  and  03-49. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  wpose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
I'afce  of  WV 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  \dnal  finvironmental  Impact  Statement 


K-47 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


144 


145 


146 


147 


147 

148 


149 


150 


151 


152 


03  (Cont.) 

Issue: 

Forest  Service  and  BL-M  law  enforcement  has  taken  the  position  that  OHVs  cannot  legally  ride  on 
forest  or  BLM  roads  unless  the  road  is  designated  dual-use.  Cumulative  decisions  have  closed  OHV 
trails  to  the  pc»int  that  there  is  not  an  inter-connecting  network  of  routes.  At  the  same  time,  the 
agencies  have  not  designated  a functional  network  of  dual-use  routes  to  inter-connect  to  OHV 
routes.  Therefore,  these  closure  decisions  are  forcing  the  OHV  recreationists  to  ride  non-designated 
dual-usc  routes  illegally.  The  proposed  action  must  include  these  designations  in  order  to  provide  a 
network  of  OHV  routes  with  inter-connections,  where  required,  using  dual-use  roads  in  order  to  be 
functional.  Iltls  will  allow  OHV  enthusiasts  to  operate  legally  on  forest  and  BLM  roads.  We  request 
that  a system  of  dual-purpose  roads,  and  OHV  roads  and  trails  that  interconnect  be  one  of  the 
primary  objectives  of  the  travel  management  plan  and  that  this  objective  be  adequately  addressed  in 
the  document  and  decision. 

Issue: 

The  continual  closure  of  motorized  trails  has  forced  OHVs  to  be  operated  on  forest  roads  in  order  to 
provide  a reasonable  system  of  routes  and  to  reach  destinations  of  interest.  The  lack  of  dual-use 
designations  on  forest  roads  then  makes  OHV  use  on  these  routes  illegal.  The  cumulative  negative 
etTect  of  motorized  closures  and  then  combined  with  the  lack  of  a reasonable  system  of  roads  and 
trails  with  dual-use  designation  have  not  been  adequately  considered  in  past  evaluations  and 
decision-making.  We  request  that  all  reasonable  routes  be  designated  for  dual-use  so  that  a system 
of  roads  and  trails  can  be  used  by  motorized  recrealionisls.  Additionally,  we  request  that  the 
cumulative  negative  effect  of  all  past  decisions  that  have  adequately  considered  dual-use 
designations  be  evaluated  and  considered  in  the  decision-making  and  that  this  project  include  an 
adequate  mitigation  plan  to  compensate  for  inadequate  consideration  in  the  past. 

Issue: 

Travel  management  started  from  the  beginning  with  a proposal  to  close  the  majority  of  existing 
roads  and  trails  to  motorized  recreation  and  access  with  the  exception  of  a few  major  roads.  This 
practice  forces  motorized  visitors  and  recrealionisls  to  start  with  the  worst  case  scenario  and  then 
expend  great  effort  (that  is  not  very  successful)  to  add  routes  currently  in  use  back  into  the  process. 
This  practice  places  an  enormous  burden  on  motorized  visitors  just  to  maintain  the  status  quo.  This 
process,  in  effect,  provides  preferential  treatment  for  non-motorized  visitors  who  do  not  have  to 
identify  routes  and  challenge  the  process  to  protect  their  recreation  opportunities.  We  request  that 
the  travel  management  process  be  practiced  in  a manner  that  does  put  motorized  visitors  at  a 
disadvantage. 

Issue: 

A fair  travel  management  process  would  start  with  a comprehensive  inventory  of  all  existing 
motorized  routes  in  use  by  the  public.  Then,  in  order  to  avoid  further  cumulative  loss  and  significant 
impact  on  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities,  we  request  that  the  travel  management 
process  include  a preferred  alternative  based  on  preserving  all  existing  motorized  routes.  Existing 
motorize^  roads  and  trails  have  been  around  for  decades  and  have  not  caused  any  significant 
problems.  Therefore,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  close  a significant  number  of  existing  motorized  routes. 
Any  significant  negative  impact  associated  with  a specific  motorized  route  should  be  the  basis  for  an 
evaluation  to  close  or  keep  that  route  open  and  should  carefully  consider  all  reasonable  mitigation 
measures.  The  cumulative  loss  of  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities  within  public  lands 
has  been  significant.  In  order  to  avoid  further  cumulative  negative  impacts,  we  request  that  the 

U/^  dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  traits  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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majority  of  existing  motorized  routes  remain  open  and  the  closure  of  an  existing  motorized  route  be 
offset  by  the  creation  of  a new  motorized  route. 

Issue; 

Oftentimes,  many  of  the  motorized  roads  and  trails  proposed  for  closure  are  primitive  roads  and 
trails  that  provide  the  ideal  experience  sought  by  motorized  visitors.  We  request  that  the  analysis 
adequately  evaluate  the  type  and  quality  of  experiences  that  motorized  visitors  enjoy  and  want 
maintained  in  the  area. 

Issue: 

Motorized  recreationists  prefer  an  interesting  assortment  of  loop  and  spur  routes  for  a variety  of 
purposes.  Each  road  and  trail  should  be  inventoried  and  viewed  on  the  ground  to  determine  its 
recreational  value  and  any  significant  problem  areas  that  require  mitigation  measures.  Each  road 
and  trail  should  be  evaluated  for  its  value  as  a motorized  loop  or  connected  route.  Each  spur  road 
and  trail  should  be  evaluated  for  its  value  including:  a source  of  dispersed  campsite(s),  exploration 
opportunities,  destination  such  as  an  old  mine  and  viewpoint  or  as  access  for  all  multiple-use 
visitors.  Every  problem  has  a solution.  Every  impact  has  a mitigation  measure.  We  request  that 
travel  management  alternatives  be  developed  with  the  objective  of  including  as  many  roads  and 
trails  as  possible  and  addressing  as  many  problems  as  possible  by  using  all  possible  mitigation 
measures. 

Issue: 

Motorized  trail  recreationists  have  been  very  reluctant  in  the  past  to  give  up  the  “open”  designation 
because  we  believe  we  may  lose  legitimate  and  historic  trails  that  are  located  in  “open  areas”  that 
are  crucial  to  loop  opportunities.  Our  fear  has  been,  and  remains,  that  the  agency  will  define  key 
trails  we  currently  utilize  as  “user  created”  because  they  are  not  on  a current  travel  plan  or  forest 
map  and  because  they  are  not  identified  that  they  will  be  closed.  Many  of  these  trails  are  recorded 
on  earlier  maps  but  others  are  not.  While  in  fact  they  may  have  been  created  to  access  an  activity 
such  as  mining  or  logging  in  the  late  1800’s  or  early  1900’s  when  these  uses  and  activities  were 
more  popular. 

Issue; 

Motorized  recreationists  would  accept  area  closure  (restriction  of  motorized  vehicles  to  designated 
routes  and  elimination  of  cross-country  travel)  when  reliable  documentation  demonstrates  that  it 
would  provide  measurable  and  significant  improvement  to  the  natural  environment  in  exchange  for 
a reasonable  number  of  designated  motorized  routes.  We  request  that  the  analysis  develop  a 
preferred  alternative  with  a reasonable  number  of  designated  routes  in  exchange  for  the 
environmental  improvements  that  have  been  realized  by  motorized  visitor’s  acceptance  of  millions 
of  acres  of  area  closure  under  the  3-State  OHV  Plan. 

Issue: 

In  most  locales,  visitors  to  public  lands  have  given  up  motorized  cross-country  travel  opportunities 
and  accepted  millions  of  acres  of  area  closure.  Therefore,  motorized  recreationists  cannot  travel 
cross-country  using  motorized  vehicles  and  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are  limited  to 
existing  roads  and  trails  that  arc  open  to  motorized  use.  At  the  same  time,  non-motorized 
recreationists  can  hike  cross-country.  Therefore,  hiking  opportunities  are  unlimited. 

Issue; 

We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-144:  The  state  of  Idaho  regulates  registration  and  equip- 
ment requirements  for  highway  and  off-highway  motor 
vehicles.  On  unpaved  roads  that  are  managed  by  a public 
land  management  agency  the  following  are  required: 

• Valid  driver’s  license 

• Valid  registration  as  a motor  vehicle  (unless 
License  plate 

• Valid  liability  insurance 

• Proof  of  liability  insurance 

• Brake  light 

• Helmet  if  under  age  eighteen  (motorcycle  only) 

• Muffler  and  spark  arrestor 

• Headlight  after  dark/ poor  visibility 

• Taillight  after  dark/ poor  visibility. 

To  operate  on  highways  which  includes  paved  roads  on 
pubhe  land  management  agency  lands  there  are  additional 
requirements  for: 

• Horn  audible  at  200  feet 

• Muffler  — unaltered  and  in  good  working  condition 

• Mirror  showing  roadway  200  feet  behind  the  vehicle 


03-145:  Please  see  response  03-144. 


03-146:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-147:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-17. 
03-148:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-17  and  03-45. 


03-149:  Please  see  responses  03-12  and  03-45. 


03-150:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  03-17. 


03-151:  The  3-state  OHV  plan  does  not  apply  to  Idaho. 

N 


(D3-152:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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In  most  UkhIcs,  public  land  visitors  have  given  up  motorized  cross- 
counlr\'  travel  opportunities  and  accepted  many  acres  of  area  closure. 
However,  most  often  motorized  recrcationists  have  not  been  given  credit 
for  the  benclils  assi>ciatcd  with  the  implementation  of  cross-country 
travel  restrictions  and  area  closures.  Then  along  comes  travel  planning 
which  seeks  to  further  restrict  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation.  We  request  that  these  trends  and  the  significance  of  the 
cumulative  negative  impacts  of  these  trends  on  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreationists  be  evaluated  and  that  motorized  trail  projects  be 
undertaken  to  mitigate  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  on  motorized 
access  and  motorized  recreationists. 
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Issue: 

Most  of  the  motorized  roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  have  served  as  important  public  access 
routes  since  the  turn  of  the  century.  This  is  demonstrated  by  the  number  of  historic  mines  and 
structures  that  arc  located  along  these  routes.  We  have  observed  that  these  travelways  are  currently 
significant  recreation  resources  for  motorized  visitors  in  the  area  including  ATV,  motorcycle,  and 
four-wheel  drive  enthusiasts.  Many  of  these  travelways  have  right-of-ways  as  provided  for  under  the 
provisions  of  Revised  Statute  2477.  Tliese  roads  are  shown  on  older  mapping  sources  including: 
aerial  photographs.  15-minutc  USGS  quadrangle  sheets,  and  older  county  maps.  The  cut  and  fill 
sections  and  obvious  roadbed  indicate  that  these  roads  were  constructed  and  used  by  the  citizens  for 
access  to  the  forest.  RS  2477  was  created  to  provide  adequate  access  to  public  lands.  Now  this 
public  access  is  being  eliminated.  We  request  that  these  travelways  remain  open  based  on;  (1)  their 
history  of  community  access,  (2)  the  access  that  they  provide  to  interesting  historical  sites,  and  (3) 
their  importance  to  community  access.  We  request  that  the  document  evaluate  all  of  the  issues 
surrounding  RS  2477  including  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  all  past  closures  of  RS  2477 
routes  which  has  become  a significant  impact  on  motorized  recreationists. 


Issue: 

On  July  26,  1 866,  as  pari  of  a move  to  grant  access  to  western  lands,  the  United  Slates  Congress 
enacted  the  1 866  Mining  Act,  section  8 of  which  granted  a right-of-way  to  all  persons  over 
unreserved  federal  lands  when  it  stated  “the  right-of-way  for  the  construction  of  highways  over 
public  lands,  not  reserved  for  public  uses,  is  hereby  granted".  In  1873,  the  1866  grant  was  re- 
codified into  section  2477,  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  and  rights-of-way  granted  by  that 
section  have  since  become  known  as  the  “RS  2477  rights-of-way". 


155 


Throughout  the  later  half  of  the  1 9th  century  and  the  first  three-quarters  of  the  20th  century,  the  use 
of  “RS  2477  rights-of-way”  over  federal  land  in  the  western  United  States  became  a standard 
method  of  legal  access  across  federal  lands  for  commercial,  industrial,  and  recreation  pursuits  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  use  of  the  RS  2477  rights-of-way  has  become  an  inherent  part  of  western 
heritage  and  a capital  asset  for  the  public  that  should  be  preserved  for  future  generations. 


The  use  of  RS  2477  rights-of-way  over  nearly  a century  has  resulted  in  an  extensive  body  of  case 
law  in  the  state  and  federal  courts,  in  which  owners  of  various  types  of  rights-of-way  have  competed 
with  holders  of  RS  2477  rights-of-way  and  in  which  the  availability  of  those  various  rights-of-way 
has  been  decided  by  the  courts,  including  the  modem  State  Supreme  Court  as  well  as  the  federal  9th 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  in  such  cases  as  Robertson  v.  Smith,  Supreme  Court  Montana  Ten.,  1871; 


U/e  dre  d locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmemai protection  and  education. 
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Butte  V.  Mikosowiiz,  39  Mont.  350,  102  P.  593,  (1909);  Moulton  v.  Irish,  67  Mont.  504,  218  P. 
1053  (1923);  and  Shultz  v.  Dept,  of  Army,  10  F.3d  649  (9lh  Cir.  1993). 


RS  2477  rights-of-way  have  been  given  a liberal  interpretation  by  state  and  federal  courts  in  those 
judicial  decisions  interpreting  what  constitutes  a “highway”  within  the  meaning  of  RS  2477,  those 
judicial  opinions  holding  that  even  the  barest  foot  trail  could  qualify  as  a “highway”  and  that  no 
particular  way  across  federal  lands  has  even  been  identified,  it  being  sufficient  that  travelers  used  an 
area  of  federal  land  as  a method  of  access  between  two  geographic  points.  After  1 10  years  of  public 
use  of  RS  2477  rights-of-way,  the  U.S.  Congress  repealed  the  most  recent  version  of  RS  2477, 43 
U.S.C.  932,  but  that  repeal  was,  by  43  U.S.C.  1701,  specifically  made  subject  to  valid  rights-of-way 
existing  as  of  the  date  of  repeal  which  was  1976. 

Schiller,  chairman  of  the  High  Desert  Multiple-Use  Coalition,  told  the  Kem  County  Board  of 
Supervisors  at  a meeting  held  on  February  19,  2002  to  address  RS  2477  issues  that  “the  roads 
represent  our  custom,  our  culture,  our  economy  and  our  family  traditions.  I know  it's  been  argued 
that  this  is  about  OHV  uses  and  off-highway  vehicles,”  said  Schiller.  “It  is  really  about  access”  .We 
request  that  any  routes  proposed  for  closure  and  in  existence  before  1976  be  considered  as  having 
RS  2477  rights-of-way  in  order  to  provide  citizens  with  access  to  public  lands. 

Issue: 

The  maps  used  in  the  environmental  document  should  be  familiar  and  easily  interpreted  by  all 
citizens.  The  public  is  most  familiar  with  Forest  Visitors  Maps  and  other  common  visitors  maps. 
The  environmental  document  mapping  should  follow  the  guidelines  required  by  40  CFR  1502.8 
which  states  that  '^Environmental  impact  statements  shall  be  written  in  plain  language  and  may  use 
appropriate  graphics  so  that  decision-makers  and  the  public  can  readily  understand  them Many 
visitors  who  traditionally  use  roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  may  not  comment  during  travel 
management  process  unless  they  understand  which  roads  and  trails  are  proposed  for  closure.  This 
lack  of  understanding  could  lead  to  resentment  and  poor  support  of  the  closures  by  the  community 
because  a wide  range  of  needs  have  not  been  adequately  addressed.  We  request  that  mapping 
identify  streams,  road  numbers,  trail  numbers,  landmarks  and  key  topographic  features  in  a manner 
that  all  citizens  can  easily  interpret. 
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Issue: 

Many  citizens  have  not  understood  the  extent  of  the  motorized  closures  proposed  in  past  travel 
management  processes.  This  lack  of  understanding  is  due  to  inadequate  communication  in  many 
forms  including  mapping,  documents,  and  on-the-trail  public  involvement.  We  are  concerned  that 
this  lack  of  public  understanding  and  buy-in  will  lead  to  poor  support  and  resentment  of  closures. 
We  request  that  public  understanding  and  buy-in  be  stressed  throughout  the  process. 


158 


Issue: 

Site-specific  analysis  should  be  provided  for  every  road  and  trail  so  that  the  benefits  ofkeeping  each 
motorized  travelway  is  adequately  addressed  and  accounted  for  in  the  decision.  Site-specific 
questions  will  need  to  be  discussed  during  the  process.  We  request  that  the  mapping  be  sufficient  to 
allow  site-specific  analysis. 


Issue; 

Positive  impacts  to  the  environment  in  areas  such  as  fisheries,  wildlife  habitat,  sediment  reduction, 
and  noxious  weeds  are  largely  based  on  personal  judgment  or  predictive  models.  These  models  arc 
U/e  ire  t locilty  supported  tssoclitlon  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  tnHs  for  m 
recreitlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Paye  5H  oflOV 


03-153:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  paragraph  2 and  03- 
45. 


03-154:  Please  see  Chapter  1,  Page  1-8,  Planning  Criteria 
1.5.4  “The  RMP  will  recognize  all  valid  existing  rights.” 


03-155:  Please  see  Chapter  1,  Page  1-8,  Planning  Criteria 
1.5.4  “The  RAIP  will  recognize  all  valid  existing  rights.” 


03-156:  All  maps  have  been  produced 
established  BLM  standards,  which  are 
documents  being  currently  produced. 


03-200. 


in  accordance  with 
in  use  on  all  BLM 
Also  see  response 


03-157:  BLM’s  extensive  public  outreach  efforts  and  op- 
portunities for  public  involvement  are  described  in  Chap- 
ter 5 of  the  RMP. 

03-158:  The  RMP  is  intended  to  provide  program-level 
guidance  on  the  breadth  of  planning  issues  within  the 
CDAFO.  Site-specific  analysis  will  be  performed  during 
project-level  planning. 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


03  (Cont.) 

not  calibrated  or  based  on  data  from  the  study  area.  All  models  arc  wrong,  so  honest  modelers  first 
rep<irt  the  expected  uncertainty  of  the  model  and  then  the  predictions.  There  arc  no  case  histories 
and  very  little  data  to  back  up  any  of  the  predictions. 

All  too  often  actions  have  been  enacted  based  on  proclaimed  benefit  to  the  environment  and  without 
any  tangible  evidence  or  follow-on  monitoring  to  document  whether  proclaimed  benefits  occurred 
or  not.  All  too  often  these  same  actions  have  produced  significant  negative  impacts  on  multiple-use 
interests.  Significant  recreational  opportunities  have  been  taken  from  multiple-use  and  motorized 
recreationists  based  on  theoretical  environmental  improvements  that  may  never  happen.  This  lack  of 
accountability  is  not  acceptable. 

We  request  that  sufficient  background  data  be  collected  to  quantify  the  existing  conditions  in  the 
resource  areas  of  interest.  Then,  if  a motorized  closure  is  enacted,  sufticient  data  should  be  collected 
to  demonstrate  whether  or  not  there  was  significant  improvement  to  each  resource  area.  If 
significant  measurable  improvement  cannot  be  demonstrated,  then,  in  order  to  be  accountable, 
motorized  closure  actions  should  be  reversed.  In  other  words,  the  public  needs  to  know  how  the 
decision  made,  the  data  on  which  it  was  based  on  including  the  source,  and  whether  the  data  was 
adequate  to  substantiate  the  claimed  environmental  improvements. 

Additionally,  we  request  that  the  cumulative  negative  impact  from  all  past  actions  based  on 
inadequate  documentation  and  accountability  for  improvements  be  determined.  Again,  if  significant 
measurable  improvement  cannot  be  demonstrated,  then,  in  order  to  be  accountable,  motorized 
closure  actions  must  be  reversed. 

Issue: 

Past  analyses  of  the  affected  environment  and  environmental 
consequences  have  failed  to  adequately  recognize  that 
resources  such  as  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  sediment 
production  are  affected  far  more  by  nature  than  by  motorized 
visitors.  Drought  has  a significant  impact  on  fisheries,  OHV 
recreation  does  not  compare.  Erosion  and  other  activities  of 
interest  such  as  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  occur  naturally 
and  at  significant  rates.  For  example,  floods,  fires,  drought, 
and  wildlife  diseases  have  historically  created  significantly 
greater  impacts  than  motorized  visitors  have.  In  many  cases 
it  is  not  reasonable  to  deem  as  unacceptable  the  relatively 
small  increase  caused  by  motorized  recreation  on  natural  activities.  Comparing  man-caused  impacts 
to  natural  impacts  is  a reasonable  approach  that  should  be  used  to  test  for  the  significance  of  impacts 
and  improvements.  The  improvements  to  the  natural  environment  from  this  action  are  not 
significant  when  compared  to  the  naturally  occurring  impacts.  The  picture  shows  Copper  Creek  near 
Lincoln,  Montana  following  the  August  2003  fire.  Prior  to  the  fire  the  Forest  Service  was  concerned 
about  the  public  camping  next  to  the  creek.  The  potential  impacts  from  the  public  camping  along 
this  stream  compared  to  this  fire  are  insignificant  yet  closure  of  this  recreation  opportunity  was 
being  considered.  Why  are  there  so  many  double-standards  in  the  impact  analyses?  We  request  that 
all  impact  analyses  in  all  resource  areas  compare  the  relative  magnitude  of  man-caused  impacts  to 
the  background  level  of  naturally  occurring  impacts  or  management  actions  such  as  the  “Let  it  bum” 
policy. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  ail 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue: 

Impacts  should  be  evaluated  in  a fair  and  unbiased  manner  and  with  a relative  sense  of  magnitude. 
For  example,  if  natural  events  including  floods,  wildfires,  and  their  associated  impacts  are  natural 
and  acceptable  as  stated  by  some  agency  personnel  and  environmental  groups,  then  (in  order  to  be 
consistent  and  equitable)  impacts  from  OHV  recreation  should  be  compared  in  relative  magnitude  to 
the  impacts  associated  with  floods,  wildfire,  and  other  natural  events.  We  are  concerned  about 
comments  about  OHV  recreation  being  such  a significant  threat  to  public  lands  (Bosworth  speech, 
January  16,  2004).  The  impact  of  OHV  recreation  in  our  area  compared  to  the  negative  impacts 
from  just  one  of  the  6 significant  fires  in  our  area  is  miniscule 

fhttD://u'VN'w.helenair.com/articles/2004/09/30/tOD/a0 1 093004  0 1 .prt  ).  Therefore,  the  impact  of 
recreation  should  be  fairly  compared  to  the  impact  of  floods,  wildfire,  and  other  natural  events  on  all 
resource  areas.  These  comparisons  should  also  include  natural  levels  of  noxious  weeds, 
deforestation,  erosion  and  sediment  production,  and  loss  of  organic  material. 

The  use  of  soil  erosion  as  a reason  to  close  motorized  recreational  opportunities  is  an  example  of  the 
predisposition  that  exists  per  the  following  example.  Soil  erosion  associated  with  fires  that  have 
burned  severely  has  been  reported  in  the  range  of  50  tons  per  hectare**  (20  tons  per  acre).  Nearly  all 
fires  increase  sediment  yield,  but  wildfires  in  steep  terrain  produce  the  greatest  amounts  (12  to  165 
ton  per  acre  per  year,  28  to  370  Mg  per  hectare  per  year)  (table  5 and  figure  11)^.  This  soil  loss 
occurs  over  the  burned  area  due  to  the  lack  of  vegetative  cover  to  hold  the  soil  in  place  on  steep 
slopes  during  precipitation  events  and  increased  peak  rates  of  runoff.  Flood  peak  flows  after 
wildfires  that  bum  large  areas  in  steep  terrain  often  produce  significant  impacts.  Peak  flow  increases 
of  10  to  100  times  are  common,  but  some  have  been  measured  as  high  as  2,300  limes  pre-fire 
conditions**.  Since  1994  the  acres  burned  nationally  have  ranged  from  2.3  to  8.4  million  acres  and 
averaged  4.8  million  acres.  At  a typical  sediment  yield  of  20  tons  per  acre  per  year,  about 
96,000,000  tons  of  sediment  has  been  produced  by  fires  or  about  9,600,000  dump  truck  loads.  On  a 
more  local  basis  in  the  Helena  National  Forest  several  hundred  thousand  acres  have  burned  since 
1988.  Sediment  production  associated  with  these  fires  would  equal  4,000,000  tons  or  400,000  dump 
truck  loads.  Sediment  production  associated  with  motorized  recreation  cannot  begin  to  compare  to 
this  magnitude  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  reasonable  use  sediment  as  a basis  to  close  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  when  impacts  from  “Let  it  bum”  and  other  management  policies  are  a 
million  times  greater  and  considered  acceptable. 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  must  be  made  consistent  with  and  pursuant  to  the  best  available 
scientific  information,  techniques,  and  methods,  and  any  conclusions  based  on  these  evaluations 
must  be  statistically  significant. 


Table  2 National  Interagency  Coordination  Center  Annual  Fire  Data 


Year 

Fires 

Acres 

1994 

114.049 

4,724,014 

1996 

130,019 

2,315,730 

* hitp  :'^news.bbc.co.uk/l/hi/world/europc/3l64843.stm 

* Kobichaud.  Peter  R.;  Beyers,  Jan  L.;  Neary,  Daniel  G.  2000.  F.valualing  the  efTecllvcness  of  postflrr 
rehabilitation  treatments  Gen.  Tech.  Rep.  RMRS-fiTR-63.  Fort  Collins:  U S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest 
Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research  Station.  85  p.  http://www.fs. fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs  utr63.pdf 

‘ POST-WILDFIRE  WATERSHED  FLfX)D  RESPONSES.  Daniel  G.  Neary*.  Gerald  J.  Gottfried,  and  Peter  F. 
Ffolliott.  USDA  Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research  Station.  Flagstaff,  AZ  School  of  Renewable  Natural 
Resources.  University  of  Arizona.  Tucson.  AZ  http:.'/www.rmrs.nau.edu/lab''4302/Publications/Ncarv  65982.Ddf 
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Responses 


03-159;  All  analysis  was  conducted  using  the  latest  data 
available,  which  indicate  that  many  of  the  planning  issues 
faced  in  the  CFO  are  influenced  by  human  activity.  Natu- 
ral effects  and  trends  are  described  in  Chapter  3:  Affected 
Environment,  which  was  used  in  analysis  of  the  environ- 
mental consequences  of  the  alternatives. 


03-160;  All  use  and  resource  categories  are  evaluated  on 
their  own  merits  and  in  combination  with  other  re- 
sources. Use  and  resources  categories  are  given  more  or 
less  management  priority  based  on  public  input  and  the 
input  of  BLM  resources  staff  regarding  the  potential  for 
effects  arising  from  that  ppe  of  use.  OHV  use  was  one  of 
the  resource  uses  commented  on  most  during  the  public 
scoping  period  and  has  emerged  as  a large  management 
topic  as  the  numbers  of  OlT\^  users  has  increased  greatly 
over  the  life  of  the  previous  management  plan. 

Also  see  response  03-124. 
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1996 

115.025 

6.701,390 

1997 

89.517 

3.372.616 

1998 

81,043 

2,329.709 

1999 

93.702 

5.661.976 

2000 

122,827 

8.422.237 

2001 

64.079 

3.555,138 

2002 

88,458 

7.182.979 

2003 

57,578 

3.815.757 

Source  Netronal  Interagency  Coordination  Center 
2003  Figures  current  as  of  11A)7/03 
http  //WWW  nife  gov/fireinfo/nfn.html 

In  a fair  and  unbiased  evaluation,  the  source  of  the  impacts  (natural  versus  human  caused)  should 
not  be  a factor.  In  a fair  and  unbiased  evaluation,  relative  impact  associated  with  natural  events 
including  floods  and  wildfires  is  thousands  of  times  greater  than  impacts  associated  with  timber 
harvests  and  OHV  recreation,  yet  proposed  action  involving  timber  harvests  and  OHV  recreation  are 
considered  to  have  unacceptable  impacts.  The  absence  of  a rational  connection  between  the  facts 
found  and  the  choice  made  has  been  defined  by  the  courts  as  arbitrary'  and  capricious  (Natural 
Resources,  v,  U.S.,  Q66  F.2d  1292.  97,  (9th  Cir.'92)).  A clear  error  of  judgment;  an  action  not  based 
upon  consideration  of  relevant  factors  and  so  is  arbitrary,  capricious,  an  abuse  of  discretion  or 
otherwise  not  in  accordance  with  law  or  if  It  was  taken  without  observance  of  procedure  required  by 
law  (5  use.  706(2XA)  (1988)).  We  request  fair  and  unbiased  evaluations  and  judgments  during  this 
evaluation  and  decision-making. 


Issue: 

The  amount  of  sediment  production  from  federal  lands  is  relatively  small  compared  to  sediment 
production  that  ultimately  reaches  stream  courses  from  non-federal  lands.  For  example,  the  Bear 
Canyon  sediment  study  in  the  Gallatin  National  Forest  found  that  sediment  production  at  the  forest 
boundary  was  on  the  order  of  3 tons  per  year  while  the  sediment  production  at  the  mouth  of  the 
stream  was  on  the  order  of  35  tons  per  year.  Therefore,  the  sediment  production  from  the  federal 
lands  is  reasonable  and  any  environmental  benefit  to  the  stream  must  be  focused  on  the  non-federal 
lands  downstream. 


Issue: 

The  sediment  analysis  conducted  for  this  project  assumed  that  all  of  the  increased  sediment 
produced  by  public  access  and  recreational  use  can  be  transported  or  moved.  However,  many 
sedimentation  evaluations  have  found  that  the  amount  of  sediment  moved  is  often  limited  by  the 
sediment  transport  capability  of  the  stream.  Hans  Albert  Einstein  stated  *‘The  coarser  part  of  the 
load,  i.e.  the  part  that  is  more  difficult  to  move  by  flowing  water,  is  limited  in  its  rate  by  the 
transporting  ability  of  the  flow  between  the  source  and  the  section”’.  Therefore,  the  transport 
capacity  of  the  project  streams  must  be  established  and  compared  to  the  amount  of  historic  sediment 
transport  to  determine  if  there  is  any  additional  capacity  to  transport  the  increased  amount  of 
sediment  predicted  by  the  project  evaluation.  This  basic  check  should  be  conducted  so  that  the 
increase  in  sediment  production  and  associated  negative  impacts  are  note  over-estimated  to  the 
disadvantage  of  public  use  and  motorized  recreation. 


’ Einstein.  H .A.,  1964.  “Sedimentation,  Part  II.  River  Sedimentation,”  Handbook  of  Applied  Hydrology.  V.T.  Chow, 
Section  17.  McGraw-Hill  Book  Co.,  NY. 

We  dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue: 

The  estimated  reduced  annual  volume  of  sediment  production  attributed  to  proposed  motorized 
closures  versus  the  annual  volume  of  runoff  is  an  actual  reduction  in  sediment  production  on  the 
order  of  1 0 or  less  parts  per  million.  This  level  of  predicted  sediment  reduction  should  not  be 
considered  significant  especially  when  compared  to  sediment  production  from  natural  events 
discussed  above.  This  level  of  predicted  reduction  in  sediment  production  should  not  be  used  as  the 
basis  for  motorized  closures. 


Issue: 

It  is  time  to  implement  a practical  and  sensible  application  of  NEPA.  The  intent  of  NEPA  when  it 
was  created  in  the  late  1960's  was  to  better  incorporate  environmental  concerns  into  proposed 
actions  while  still  meeting  the  needs  of  the  public.  Up  until  that  time,  consideration  of  the  natural 
environment  was  not  always  required  and  impacts  to  the  natural  environmental  were  not  always 
adequately  considered.  A significant  correction  has  been  made  since  then.  Concerns  with  the  natural 
environment  now  receive  considerable  attention  and  natural  resource  issues  are  adequately 
considered  for  nearly  all  proposed  actions.  Additionally,  many  ways  and  means  have  been 
developed  to  mitigate  impacts  to  the  natural  environmental  and  still  meet  the  needs  of  the  human 
environment. 


163 


There  may  have  been  a time  when  NEPA  decisions  struck  an  ideal  balance  between  the  natural  and 
human  environments  but  now  NEPA  is  used  by  environmental  organizations  to  rigorously  pursue 
environmental  perfectionism.  Environmental  perfectionism  occurs  when  significant  impacts  are 
imposed  on  the  human  environment  in  return  for  relatively  minor  or  unaccountable  improvements  to 
the  natural  environment.  The  pursuit  of  environmental  perfectionism  has  contributed  to  the 
significant  cumulative  negative  effect  of  converting  public  land  from  the  land  of  many-uses  or 
multiple-uses  to  the  land  of  limited-use  or  exclusive-use.  The  mindset  of  environmental 
perfectionism  has  pushed  agencies  far  beyond  the  original  intent  of  NEPA  to  better  protect  the 
natural  environmental  from  proposed  actions.  The  pursuit  of  environmental  perfectionism  is 
attacking  one  of  the  basic  requirements  of  NEPA  to  "achieve  a balance  between  population  and 
resource  use  which  wall  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life’s  amenities” 
(Public  Law  91-190,  Title  1,  Section  101  (b)  (5)).  The  wording  of  NEPA  was  carefully  chosen  and 
was  intended  to  produce  a balance  between  the  natural  and  human  environment.  Practice  and 
interpretation  since  the  law  has  strayed  far  from  that  intent.  We  request  the  development  and 
implementation  of  a practical  and  sensible  alternative  that  achieves  a balanced  and  wide  sharing  of 
life’s  amenities  as  originally  envisioned  under  NEPA. 


164 


Issue: 

The  transport  mechanism  for  noxious  weeds  includes  all  visitors  and  uses  of  public  lands  including 
hikers,  equestrians,  and  cattle  grazing  in  addition  to  motorized  recreationists.  Many  events  including 
fire,  floods,  and  the  importation  of  invasive  species  also  contribute  to  noxious  weed  problems.  For 
the  most  part,  vehicles  do  not  have  a surface  texture  that  will  pick  up  and  hold  noxious  weeds  seeds. 
I ransport  mechanisms  based  on  hair,  fur,  manure,  shoes,  and  fabrics  are  more  effective  that  the 
smooth  metal  and  plastic  surfaces  found  on  vehicles.  Additionally,  motorized  recreationists  practice 
the  “Wash  your  Steeds”  policy.  However,  closures  due  to  noxious  weed  concerns  are  only  placed  on 
rtvitori/ed  recreationists. 


U/e  dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
haye  62  of  1 09 


03-161:  Sediment  from  federal  lands  covered  by  this  RAIP 
may  affect  stream  habitat  quality  for  listed  species  of  fish 
within  the  planning  area  as  well  as  downstream  of  the 
planning  area.  Therefore,  according  to  the  ESA,  sediment 
input  must  be  managed. 


03-162:  Numerous  factors  are  considered  when  deciding  on 
route  designations.  Sediment  production  is  only  one  of 
those  factors. 


03-163:  Alternative  D is  the  ppe  of  alternative  that  you  are 
describing. 


03-164:  Commenter  is  correct  that  there  are  numerous 
sources  of  weed  seed  transport.  Therefore,  several  strate- 
gies have  been  implemented  or  suggested  to  reduce  the 
possibility  of  this  occurrence,  including  public  education 
and  pre-washing  for  service  vehicles.  All  users  are  held 
responsible  for  reducing  weed  seed  transport  to  the  de- 
gree possible. 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and \Hnal  \ invironmental  Impact  Statement 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


164 


03  (Com.) 

We  have  observed  an  equal  amount  of  noxious  weeds  in  non-motorized  areas  as  there  arc  in 
motorized  areas.  We  request  that  the  document  make  a fair  evaluation  of  all  sources  and  uses  that 
contribute  to  the  noxious  weed  problem  including  hikers,  mountain  bikers,  equestrians  (non-use  of 
weed-free  hay),  etc.  The  dcKument  should  also  fairly  evaluate  how  natural  processes  and  wildlife 
spread  noxious  weeds.  The  document  should  include  a balanced  discussion  of  the  noxious  weed 
problem.  I'he  discussions,  decisions  and  measures  used  to  mitigate  noxious  weeds  should  be  applied 
impartially  to  all  visitors  tind  with  a realistic  representation  of  noxious  weeds  natural  ability  to 
spread  versus  a relative  magnitude  for  every  activity’s  contribution. 


165 


Issue; 

OH  V owners  in  Montana,  as  part  of  their  vehicle  registration,  contribute  $ 1 .50  to  a noxious  weed 
abatement  program.  Non-motorized  visitors  do  not  contribute  to  a weed  abatement  program.  We 
request  that  the  analysis  be  based  on  a balanced  discussion  of  the  noxious  weed  problem.  The 
discussions,  decisions  and  measures  used  to  mitigate  noxious  weeds  should  recognize  the  relatively 
minor  impact  that  OHVs  have  on  the  noxious  weed  problem  and  credit  OHV  visitors  for 
contributing  to  a program  to  control  noxious  weeds.  Additionally,  this  is  another  example  of 
predisposition  because  motorized  recreationists  have  not  been  given  credit  for  the  positive  action 
that  they  have  taken  and  we  have  only  been  penalized  for  our  past  cooperation  and  the  initiative 
taken  to  control  noxious  weeds. 


Issue: 

The  environmental  document  should  accurately  address  the  significant  negative  impacts  associated 
with  disturbing  existing  stable  roadways  in  order  to  obliterate  the  existing  roadbed.  A reasonable 
alternative  would  be  to  reclassify  the  road  to  either  restricted-width  or  unrestricted-width  motorized 
trail.  We  request  (hat  the  preferred  alternative  make  practical  use  of  this  management  tool  and  the 
benefits  that  it  provides  including  reduced  sedimentation  impact,  reduced  fisheries  impact,  reduced 
noxious  weed  impact,  much  less  construction  cost,  reduced  road  inventory,  reduced  road 
maintenance  and  increased  opportunities  for  motorized  recreationists.  Reclassifying  roadways  to 
restricted-  or  unrestricted-width  motorized  trail  also  avoids  contributing  to  cumulative  negative 
impacts  on  motorized  recreationisls. 


167 


Issue: 

Current  management  directives  seek  to  aggressively  decommission  non-beneficial  or  unclassified 
roads,  reduce  the  existing  backlog  on  road  maintenance  and  reconstruction,  and  reduce  the  resource 
impacts  of  the  current  roads  network.  The  Forest  Service  in  the  Roadless  Rule  EIS  reported  that  the 
backlog  of  forest  road  maintenance  was  about  $8.4  billion.  This  estimate  includes  many  primitive 
roads  and  trails  that  motorized  recreations  would  prefer  not  to  have  improved  except  for  mitigation 
measures  such  as  water  bars  and  reroutes  to  avoid  sensitive  environmental  areas.  The  challenge  and 
recreation  value  of  these  types  of  primitive  roads  and  trails  is  what  most  motorized  recreationists  are 
looking  for.  Therefore,  this  maintenance  effort  is  overstated  and  a more  reasonable  alternative 
would  be  to  incorporate  reasonable  mitigation  measures  and  convert  roads  to  unrestricted-width  or 
restricted-width  trails  to  provide  motorized  recreation  opportunities  and  then  remove  these  roads 
from  the  roads  inventory.  We  request  that  this  reasonable  alternative  be  included  as  part  of  the 
preferred  alternative. 


Issue: 


03-165:  Discussion  of  weed  infestation  in  Chapters  2-4  of 
the  RMP/EIS  considers  all  sources  of  weed  infestation, 
including  grazing  livestock,  OHV  use,  and  vehicular 
transport. 


03-166:  Environmental  impacts  associated  with  road  oblit- 
erations can  be  highly  variable.  Factors  include  degree  of 
obliteration  (partial,  full),  location  of  the  road  on  the 
slope  (proximity  to  streams,  side  slope  steepness,  slope 
position,  etc.)  and  the  condition  of  the  road  itself.  Class 
restrictions  are  one  option  we  considered  and  included  in 
some  of  the  alternatives. 

03-167:  Comment  refers  to  USES  actions,  not  BLM  ac- 
tions. 


168 


U/P  dre  d locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03  (Cont.) 

Considerable  trail  and  environmental  mitigation  work  could  be  accomplished  by  programs  similar  to 
AmeriCorps  and  Job  Corps  if  they  were  given  that  direction  and  organized  to  provide  that 
assistance. 


03-168:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Volunteers  and 
hosted  worker  programs  are  utilized  by  the  BLM. 


169 


Issue: 

We  understand  the  operation  and  maintenance  budget  constraints  facing  the  agency.  However,  lack 
of  maintenance  funding  cannot  be  used  as  a reason  for  motorized  closures  because  there  is 
significant  gas  tax  funding  that  is  not  being  returned  to  motorized  recreationists  (see  comments  on 
gas  tax  issues).  Motorized  recreationists  are  willing  to  work  in  collaboration  with  the  agency  to 
obtain  trail  and  OHV  funding  for  the  project  area.  Additionally,  motorized  recreationists  can  be 
called  upon  to  help  with  the  maintenance  of  trails  in  the  project  area.  In  many  cases  motorized 
recreationisls  have  been  providing  trail  maintenance  for  many  years  and  are  quite  willing  to 
continue  in  return  for  continued  access. 


Issue: 

Most  environmental  documents  have  not  taken  into  consideration  the  fact  that  motorized  multiple- 
use  designation  serves  all  recreation  activities,  instead  of  the  few  served  by  non- 
motorized/wildemess  designations.  For  example,  motorized  roads  and  trails  allow  access  to 
dispersed  camping  sites  for  RVs,  the  collection  of  firewood,  access  for  fishing  and  hunting,  target 
shooting,  access  for  bird  and  wildlife  viewing,  walking  and  bicycling  opportunities,  and  family 
picnics.  We  request  that  the  analysis  and  decision-making  fully  recognize  all  of  these  activities  and 
the  cumulative  negative  impact  that  closing  roads  and  trails  has  had  on  all  multiple-use 
recreationists  which  has  become  very  significant.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate 
mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative 
impacts. 


171 


Issue: 

Management  decisions  should  be  based  on  input  from  a management  team  that  is  representative  of 
all  citizens  needs.  This  is  especially  necessary  to  provide  a balanced  perspective  on  the  travel 
management  team  and  when  consulting  and  coordinating  with  other  agencies.  There  is  an  inherent 
bias  on  management  teams  that  do  not  include  OHV  enthusiasts.  We  request  that  the 
interdisciplinary  team  (IDT)  include  motorized  recreation  planners  and  enthusiasts  in  order  to 
adequately  speak  for  the  needs  of  multiple-use  and  motorized  visitors.  A multiple-use  and 
motorized  recreationists  advisory  board  could  also  be  used  to  advise  the  IDT  and  decision-makers. 


03-169:  BLM  appreciates  the  efforts  of  the  public  to  pro- 
vide trail  maintenance.  Please  see  Action  RC-D  1.7.5. 


03-170:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-171:  Two  members  of  the  Coeur  d’iMene  District  Re- 
source Advisory  Committee  (RAC)  are  motorized  recrea- 
tion enthusiasts  from  the  local  OHV  communitx’.  See 
Chapter  5 for  more  information  about  the  R^\C. 


Issue: 

Presently,  very  few  agency  staff  members  are  OHV  enthusiasts  and  can  represent  OHV  recreation 
interests  in  day-to-day  operations  and  long-term  management  decisions.  OHV  enthusiasts 
understand  how  to  educate,  manage,  and  meet  the  needs  of  OHV  recreationisls.  Agency  personnel 
arc  not  able  to  relate  to  the  needs  and  challenges  of  OHV  recreationists  because  they  are  not  familiar 
with  OHVs  nor  are  they  typically  OHV  recreationists.  There  is  an  inherent  bias  on  management 
teams  that  do  not  include  OHV  enthusiasts.  We  request  that  the  staff  on  each  project  iciun  include 
an  adequate  number  of  OHV  enthusiasts  in  order  to  adequately  represent  and  address  the  needs  of 
OHV  recreationists.  Additionally  we  request  that  an  adequate  number  of  agency  stafTbc  licensed 
and  safety  trained  to  operate  OHVs,  have  an  adequate  number  of  OHVs  for  their  use  and  spend  an 
adequate  amount  of  time  riding  OHVs  along  with  OHV  recreationists  so  that  they  can  adequately 
understand  the  needs  associated  with  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreationists. 

We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-172:  Please  see  response  03-171. 
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Responses 


173 


174 


175 


176 


177 


178 


179 


180 


03  (Cont.) 

Issue: 

Natural  conditions  should  be  used  as  the  benchmark  for  the  test  of  impacts  on  natural  resources.  All 
impacts  should  be  measured  against  a realistic  assessment  of  natural  conditions  including  natural 
sound  levels,  sedimentation  rates  and  natural  events  such  as  fires,  glacial  periods,  and  floods.  We 
request  that  guidelines  be  developed  to  help  determine  if  perceived  impacts  are  significant  or 
insignificant.  All  measures  of  perceived  impacts  should  be  compared  to  natural  levels  of  activities 
over  the  course  of  time  to  test  for  significance.  A significant  difference  in  magnitude  should  be 
required  before  a perceived  impact  can  be  considered  significant.  This  standard  is  required  in  order 
to  remove  personal  opinions  from  the  process  and  to  restore  impartial  and  reasonable  judgment  to 
the  process. 

For  example,  the  lack  of  adequate  policy  and  implementation  of  fire  management  practices  has  lead 
to  many  catastrophic  fires.  The  sedimentation  resulting  from  these  fires  should  be  measured  and 
compared  to  all  OHV  activity  in  the  forest.  The  results  will  demonstrate  that  the  rate  of  sediment 
resulting  from  fires  is  thousands  of  times  greater  than  that  of  all  OHV  activity  in  the  forest.  'Hie 
determination  of  the  natural  rate  of  sedimentation  over  the  course  of  time  will  also  demonstrate  that 
the  natural  rate  of  sedimentation  is  many  times  greater  than  that  of  all  OHV  activity  in  the  forest. 
These  are  examples  of  the  sense  of  magnitude  and  big  picture  perspective  that  should  be  required 
when  evaluating  impacts  in  the  document  and  decision-making. 

Issue: 

There  is  no  documentation  or  data  to  support  closure  of  any  motorized  routes  in  the  project  area  to 
improve  wildlife  connectivity.  The  existing  level  of  roads  and  trails  does  not  significantly  impact 
wildlife  connectivity,  i.e.  it  fimetions  as  such  with  the  existing  level  of  roads  and  trails  and  closing 
any  roads  or  trails  to  motorized  use  would  not  make  any  measurable  difference.  Connectivity  is 
another  concept  being  promoted  by  extreme  green  groups  such  as  the  Wildlands  Project  to  further 
their  agenda  to  close  all  land  to  the  public.  Additionally,  non-molorized  routes  would  have  the  same 
impact  on  wildlife  cormectivity  as  motorized  routes  and  the  evaluation  must  recognize  this  fact. 

Issue: 

The  Forest  Service  Stream  Systems  Technology  Center  has  found,  in  a paper  published  in  the  July 
2000  issue  of  Stream  Notes,  that  roads  and  trails  can  easily  be  hydrologically  disconnected  from 
streams.  Therefore,  the  sedimentation  concerns  can  be  easily  mitigated  and  should  not  be  used  as  a 
reason  to  justify  motorized  recreation  and  access  closures  except  in  exceptional  cases  that  cannot  be 
adequately  mitigated. 

Issue: 

A study  of  sound  levels  from  OHV  use  was  found  to  be  less  than  the  background  noise  of  the  wind 
in  treetops  (Nora  Hamilton,  Mendocino  National  Forest,  memorandum  to  the  file,  November  1 7, 
1992).  Also,  the  USDA  FS  Technology  and  Development  Program  in  a report  prepared  in  1993  and 
titled  "Sound  Levels  of  Five  Motorcycles  Traveling  Over  Forest  Trails"  found  that  at  distances  over 
400  feet,  motorcycles  do  not  raise  the  ambient  sound  level  (they  are  no  louder  than  background 
levels  of  noise).  Absolute  quiet  is  not  a reasonable  expectation.  Sound  from  motorized  sources  such 
as  airplanes  exists  even  in  the  most  remote  areas.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  absolute  quiet  in 
areas  intended  for  multiple-use.  Tlie  sound  level  of  motorized  recreation  use  is  not  greater  than 
natural  sounds,  and  therefore,  sound  level  should  not  be  used  as  a reason  to  justify  motorized 
recreation  and  access  closures. 

dre  d locally  supported  association  wpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue: 

A study  of  National  Park  elk  habituated  to  human  activity  and  not  hunted  were  more  sensitive  to 
persons  afoot  than  vehicles  (Shultz,  R.D.  and  James  A.  Bailey  “Responses  of  National  Park  Elk  to 
Human  Activity”,  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management.  v42,  1975).  Therefore,  hikers  disturb  elk  more 
than  motor  vehicles  and  “disturbance  of  wildlife”  should  not  be  used  as  a reason  to  justify  motorized 
recreation  and  access  closures.  Additionally,  when  there  are  concerns  with  wildlife  disturbance, 
restrictions  on  hikers  should  be  given  a greater  emphasis  than  restrictions  on  motorized  visitors. 

Issue: 

Hikers  disturb  nesting  birds  (Swarthout,  Elliott  and  Steidl,  Robert,  Journal  of  the  Society  of 
Conservation  Biology,  Februar}'  2003)  yet  restrictions  on  hiking  and  other  non-molorized 
recreationists  to  reduce  impacts  on  nesting  birds  are  rarely  imposed. 

Hiking,  cross-country  hiking  and  wilderness  uses  also  causes  trail  impacts  yet  these  impacts  are 
seldom  acknowledged.  For  example,  the  USDA  FS  Intermountain  Research  Station  Research  Paper 
INT-450  "Changes  on  Trails  in  the  Selway-Bitterroot  Wilderness,  Montana,  1978-89"  and  dated 
1991  found  that  many  trail  segments  changed  markedly,  depending  on  site  and  use. 

Additionally  the  report  "Keeping  Visitors  on  the  Right  Track  - Sign  and  Barrier  Research  at  Mount 
Rainer",  Park  Science  14(4)  published  in  1994  found  that  off-trail  hiking  is  a major  source  of  impact 
that  creates  trails  and  erosion  throughout  the  several  thousand  acres  of  sub-alpine  meadows. 

Additionally  the  report  "Erosional  Impact  of  Hikers.  Horses,  Motorcycles,  and  Off-Road  Bicycles 
on  Mountain  Trails  in  Montana".  Mountain  Research  and  Development,  Volume  14,  No,  1.  and 
published  in  1994  found  that  multiple  comparison  test  results  showed  that  horses  and  hikers  made 
more  sediment  available  than  wheels,  and  this  effect  was  most  pronounced  on  pre-wetted  trails. 

Why  are  there  so  many  double-standards  in  the  impact  analyses  and  decision-making?  If  the  issues 
surrounding  motorized  travel  are  significant  enough  to  justify  closures,  then,  in  order  to  avoid 
introducing  a bias  to  the  evaluation  and  process  the  same  issues  and  restrictions  should  also  be 
applied  to  hiking,  mountain  climbing,  cross-country  hiking,  wilderness  users,  etc. 

Issue: 

A study  of  the  heart  rate  of  elk  found  that  humans  walking  between  20  to  300  meters  from  the  elk 
caused  them  to  flee  immediately  41%  of  the  time  while  an  OHV  passing  within  15  to  400  meters  of 
the  elk  caused  them  to  flee  8%  of  the  time  (Ward,  A.  L.  and  J.  J.  Cupal.  1976.  Telemetered  heart 
rale  of  three  elk  as  affected  by  activity  and  human  disturbance.  USDA  Forest  Service.  Rocky 
Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station.  Laramie,  WY.  9 pp  ).  Therefore,  hikers  disturb  elk 
more  than  motor  vehicles  and  “disturbance  of  wildlife”  should  not  be  used  as  a reason  to  justify 
motorized  recreation  and  access  closures.  Additionally,  when  there  are  concerns  with  wildlife 
disturbance,  restrictions  on  hikers  should  be  given  a greater  emphasis  than  restrictions  on  motorized 
visitors. 

Issue: 

A study  of  mule  deer  found  that  80%  fled  in  reaction  to  encounters  with  persons  afoot  while  only 
24%  fled  due  to  encounters  with  snovmiobilcs  (David  J.  Freddy,  Whitcomb  M.  Bronaugh,  Martin  C. 
Frrwicr,  “Responses  of  Mule  Deer  to  Persons  Afoot  and  Snowmobiles”,  Wildlife  Society  Bulletin, 
1986),  Thcrefr)fe,  hikers  disturb  deer  more  than  motor  vehicles  and  “disturbance  of  wildlife”  should 
U^e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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0.3-173:  Environmental  consequences  analysis  is  in  compli- 
ance with  federal  regulations  and  BLM  policy. 

03-174:  Servheen,  Waller,  and  Sandstrom  (2001,  Identifica- 
don  and  management  of  linkage  zones  for  grizzly  bears 
between  the  large  blocks  of  public  land  in  the  northern 
Rocky  Mountains,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  the 
draft  EIS  for  the  Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amendment 
idendfied  important  travel  corridors  for  grizzly  bears  and 
Canada  lynx.  Many  of  these  travel  corridors  in  northern 
Idaho  do  not  have  BLM  public  lands  within  them. 

03-175:  Such  improvements  may  be  made  during  project- 
level  planning,  but  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  docu- 
ment. 

03-176:  Noise  disturbance  is  only  one  of  many  considera- 
dons  the  BLM  incorporates  into  their  decisions  regarding 
any  route  designadons. 

03-177:  Elk  behavior  was  monitored  in  reladon  to  muldple 
uses  in  southern  Wyoming.  Elk  preferred  a V2  mile  buffer 
from  people  associated  with  out-of-vehicle  aedvides  (e.g. 
camping,  fishing,  harvxsdng  dmber,  etc.)  (VC'ard,  A.L. 
1973.  Elk  behavior  in  reladon  to  muldple  uses  on  the 
Medicine  Bow  Nadonal  Forest.  Proceedings  of  the  West- 
ern Associadon  of  State  Game  Commissions  43:125-141). 


03-178:  An  interdisciplinar}'  team  thoroughly  analyzed  all  of 
the  resources  and  uses  on  BLM  public  lands  and  at- 
tempted to  address  ever^'one’s  concerns. 

03-179:  Researchers  conducted  an  experiment  measuring 
elk  response  to  ATVs.  Elk  were  less  likely  to  flee  away 
with  further  distance  between  them  and  the  ATV.  There 
was  up  to  an  80%  response  rate  when  AT\^s  were  20 
meters  away,  7-13%  dmes  larger  than  when  AT\'s  were 
500  meters  away.  There  were  significant  responses  when 
an  elk  was  close  to  an  AT\^  route  but  the  ATV^  was  2 
kilometers  away  (l^reisler,  H.K.,  A.A  Ager,  and  M.J.  Wis- 
dom. 2006.  Stadsdeal  methods  for  analyzing  responses  of 
wildlife  to  human  disturbance.  Journal  of  applied  ecol- 
ogy. 43:  164-172).  With  more  than  90,000  off  highway 
vehicles  registered  in  Idaho  in  2005,  selected  drivers  of 
these  vehicles  harass  wildlife  and  destroy  their  habitat. 

03-180:  Researchers  conducted  an  experiment  measuring 
mule  deer  response  to  ATVs.  When  chased,  the  deer 
began  to  feed  at  night,  used  cover  more  often,  moved 
outside  of  their  home  ranges,  and  produced  fewer  fawns. 
The  researchers  noted  that  all  deer  in  the  study  area  ha- 
bituated to  the  ATV  when  it  was  on  a predictable  route 
and  ignored  motor  traffic  unless  they  were  pursued 
(Yarmoloy,  C.,  M.  Bayer,  and  V.Geist.  1988.  Behavior 
responses  and  reproduction  of  mule  deer,  Odocoileus 
hemionus,  does  following  experimental  harassment  with  an 
all-terrain  vehicle.  Canadian  Field-Naturalist,  102(3):425- 
429).  With  more  than  90,000  off  highway  vehicles  regis- 
tered in  Idaho  in  2005,  selected  drivers  of  these  vehicles 
harass  wildlife  and  destroy  their  habitat. 
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not  be  used  as  a reason  to  justify  motorized  recreation  and  access  closures.  Additionally,  when  there 
are  concerns  with  wildlife  disturbance,  restrictions  on  hikers  should  be  given  a greater  emphasis 
than  restrictions  on  motorized  visitors. 


181 


Issue: 

The  wildlife  sections  of  many  travel  plan  documents  tend 
to  promote  two  underlying  themes;  (1)  wildlife  and  forest 
visitors  cannot  coexist,  and  (2)  there  arc  significant 
negative  impacts  to  wildlife  from  visitors  to  the  forest. 
Observations  of  wildlife  in  Yellowstone  and  Glacier 
National  Parks  and  the  400  deer  that  live  within  the 
Helena  city  limits  combined  with  common  sense  tell  us 
that  wildlife  can  flourish  with  millions  of  visitors  and 
motorized  vehicles. 


Wildlife  can  and  do  effectively  coexist  with  motorized 
visitors  in  even  the  most  heavily  visited  places.  Therefore,  concerns  with  motorized  forest  visitors 
and  wildlife  are  often  over-stated  and  over-emphasized  which  unfortunately  demonstrates  a 
predisposition  in  the  process. 
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The  wildlife/visitor  interaction  in  national  parks  demonstrates  that  the  manner  in  which  visitors 
coexist  with  wildlife  is  the  most  significant  factor  in  the  interaction  between  wildlife  and  visitors. 
The  manner  in  which  visitors  coexist  with  wildlife  in  national  forest  can  be  shaped  by  adequate  use 
of  mitigation  measures  including  seasonal  closures,  educational  programs  and  trail  rangers. 
Therefore,  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  closure  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  exist  and  can  be  used 
to  address  wildlife  concerns.  We  request  that  these  sorts  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  closure  of 
roads  and  trails  to  motorized  visitors  be  adequately  considered  and  incorporated  into  the  preferred 
alternative. 


Issue: 

“Present  day  populations  of  white-tailed  deer  and  elk  are  at  their  highest  levels  recorded  in  recent 
history”  (Montana  Wolf  Conservation  and  Management  Planning  Document,  Montana  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  January  2000 

(http://www.fwD.state.mt.us/wildthings/wolf/wolfmanauement01 1602.pdf).  Additionally,  "nearly 
60  percent  of  Montana's  original  elk  management  units  exceed  elk-population  objectives,  while  only 
31  percent  exceed  harvest  objectives”  (www.fwp.state.mt.us/hunting/elkDlan.html ). 
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Additionally,  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem  (NCDE),  outside  of  Glacier  National 
Park,  has  grizzly  bear  population  densities  of  about  1 bear  per  20-30  square  miles  and  has  human 
recreation  consisting  of  motorized  access,  motorized  recreation,  hiking,  fishing,  camping,  horseback 
riding,  and  big  game  hunting.  Glacier  National  Park  annually  receives  approximately  2-3  million 
visitors,  does  not  allow  hunting,  and  has  grizzly  bear  population  densities  estimated  at  about  1 bear 
per  8 square  miles.  The  Yellowstone  Ecosystem  (YE)  which  is  comprised  of  Yellowstone  Park  and 
surrounding  National  Forests,  receives  more  visitation  than  Glacier  Park  and  has  an  increasing 
grizzly  bear  population  estimated  at  1 bear  per  30-50  square  miles 

(http://www.r6.fws.gov/endspp/grizzlv/bittereis/deischp2.htm  ).  All  indications  are  that  grizzly  bear 
habitat  is  fully  occupied  and  that  additional  road  closures  and  obliteration  will  not  produce  any  more 
bears  and,  therefore,  motorized  closures  are  not  reasonable  or  productive.  Therefore,  grizzly  bears 
U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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can  coexist  at  reasonable  population  densities  with  multiple-use  recreation  and  there  is  no 
compelling  reason  to  close  roads  and  trails  to  motorized  recreationists  to  increase  grizzly 
populations  because  the  most  significant  constraint  is  their  need  for  so  many  acres  between  other 
grizzly  bears. 


Furthermore,  Kate  Kendall’s  Greater  Glacier  Bear  DNA  study  (includes  all  the  North  Fork  of 
Flathead),  which  identified  367  unique  individual  bears  with  one  years  data  not  yet  analyzed.  The 
recovered  population  target  was  600  bears  for  the  entire  Northern  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem,  so 
there  is  already  known  that  about  2/3  of  that  target  exist  on  about  1/4  of  the  habitat.  Completion  of 
DNA  study  of  the  rest  of  the  ecosystem  is  certain  to  show  that  bear  populations  far  exceed  the 
recovery  goal  and  should  be  de-listed. 

Additionally,  the  number  of  hunters  has  leveled  off  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1 996  National 
Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated  Recreation,  http://librarv.fws.gov/nat  survey 
1996.^f). 


Therefore,  there  are  no  compelling  reasons  “to  elevate  the  level  of  elk  security  in  the  project  area 
and... enhance  elk  populations”  as  frequently  suggested  by  wildlife  biologists  (example;  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  letter  dated  February  27,  2002  to  Helena  National  Forest  on  the  Clancy- 
Unionville  Travel  Planning  Project,  bottom  of  page  9).  Additionally,  there  are  no  compelling 
reasons  to  justify  reduced  road  densities  as  a sought-after  or  necessary  wildlife  management 
criterion.  Lastly,  there  are  reasonable  alternatives  including  permit  hunting  and  seasonal  travel 
restrictions  that  can  better  accomplish  the  outcome  sought  by  reduced  road  and  trail  densities. 

NEPA  requires  consideration  and  implementation  of  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Not  considering  and 
implementing  reasonable  alternatives  demonstrates  a predisposition  in  the  process. 


Issue: 

A December  3 1 , 2003  Federal  Court  ruling  found  that  associated  with  actions  taken  under  the 
endangered  species  action  must  be  paid  to  the  public.  The  case  stemmed  from  the  government's 
efforts  to  protect  endangered  winter-run  chinook  salmon  and  threatened  delta  smelt  between  1992 
and  1994  by  withholding  billions  of  gallons  from  farmers  in  California’s  Kem  and  Tulare  counties. 
Court  of  Federal  Claims  Senior  Judge  John  Wiese  ruled  that  the  government’s  halting  of  water 
constituted  a 'taking"  or  intrusion  on  the  farmers'  private  properly  rights.  The  Fifth  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  prohibits  the  government  from  taking  private  property  without  fair  payment. 

What  the  court  found  is  that  the  government  is  certainly  free  to  protect  the  fish  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  but  it  must  pay  for  the  water  that  it  takes  to  do  so,"  said  Roger  J.  Marzulla, 
the  attorney  representing  the  water  districts  that  brought  the  claim.  This  same  standard  should  also 
be  applied  to  the  economic  and  motorized  recreational  los.ses  that  the  public  has  sufTered  under  the 
ESA  including  motorized  closures  justified  by  grizzly  bear  habitat  and  impacts  on  wcsislope 
cutthroat  trout  and  bull  trout,  (http://www.uswatemcws.com/archives/arcrights/4caliwate2.html ) 
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Issue: 

The  Agency  must  support  any  claim  that  various  recreational  activities  (e.g.,  off-highway  vehicle 
use,  camping,  equestrian  use,  hunting  etc.,)  pose  significant  threats  to  endangered  species.  Claims 
that  are  highly  speculative  and  ba.scd  on  little  or  no  reliable  data  should  be  excluded  from  the 
environmental  analysis. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-181:  Under  the  preferred  alternative,  BL.M  has  at- 
tempted to  exercise  as  many  options  to  keep  trails  open 
to  OIIV  as  possible.  Roads  and  trails  arc  generally  not 
closed  solely  for  wildlife  concerns,  except  for  temprjrarv' 
events  such  as  elk  mating  season  or  eagle  nesdng  perifxls. 
If  roads  or  trails  are  closed,  it  is  generally  for  a combina- 
don  of  reasons. 

03-182;  Northern  Idaho  does  not  have  either  the  Northern 
Condnental  Divide  or  the  Yellowstone  ecosystems,  but  it 
does  have  the  Cabinet/Yaak  and  the  Selkirk  ecosystems 
for  grizzly  bears.  The  following  is  taken  from  the  Biologi- 
cal Assessment. 

The  Cabinet/Yaak  represents  approximately  eight  percent 
of  the  total  occupied  grizzly  bear  range  remaining  within 
the  conterminous  48  states.  Grizzly  bear  numbers  in  this 
ecosystem  are  esdmated  at  30  to  40  animals  (USPX’S 
2004e).  Undl  recently,  the  Service  believed  that  this  popu- 
ladon  was  stable  to  increasing.  This  belief  was  based  on 
percepdons  of  grizzly  bear  researchers  familiar  with  this 
ecosystem  and  populadon  trend  analyses.  Grizzly  bear 
biologists  working  in  this  ecosystem  perceived  that  the 
populadon  had  increased  due  to  more  reported  grizzly 
bear  sighdngs  and  sighdngs  in  areas  not  previously  known 
to  be  used  by  grizzly  bears  in  this  ecosystem  (Kasworm 
2000  /'^USFW'S  2004e).  In  1999  and  2000,  an  unusually 
high  number  of  grizzly  bear  mortalides  in  this  populadon; 
there  were  five  grizzly  bear  mortalides  in  1 999  and  four  in 
2000,  three  of  which  were  females  and  five  were  cubs. 
Modeling  used  by  the  USF\X^S  to  conduct  populadon 
trend  analyses  used  data  from  1993  to  1998  indicated 
that  the  grizzly  bear  populadon  was  experiencing  annual 
growth  (USF\)C'S  1999).  However,  the  results  of  the  popu- 
ladon trend  analysis  were  considered  stadsdcally  inconclu- 
sive (USFWS  2004e). 

The  Selkirk  represents  approximately  six  percent  of  the 
total  occupied  grizzly  bear  range  remaining  uithin  the 
conterminous  48  states  (USFWS  2004f).  The  Selkirk  is 
also  one  of  the  smallest  recover}'  zones  (1,957  square 
miles,  1.25  million  acres),  and  only  53  percent  (663,814 
acres)  is  contained  within  the  conterminous  US;  the  re- 
maining 47  percent  lies  within  Bridsh  Columbia,  Canada. 
Forty-six  grizzly  bears  are  esdmated  to  be  in  this  ecosys- 
tem. Unlike  the  Cabinet/Yaak  populadon,  the  Selkirk 
populadon  is  thought  to  be  increasing,  although  a recent 
populadon  trend  analysis  for  the  Selkirk  was  also  incon- 
clusive. AddidonaUy,  recover}'  plan  criteria  for  bear  repro- 
duedon,  distribudon,  and  mortalit}'  have  been  met  only 
for  female  grizzly  bear  mortality  (USFXX'S  2004f).  Further- 
more, populadon  modeling  indicated  that  one  addidonal 
subadult  female  mortality  in  the  sampled  Selkirk  popula- 
don could  push  the  trend  into  a decline  (USDI  1999a).  In 
2002,  there  were  six  grizzly  bear  mortalides,  one  of  which 
was  an  adult  female  (W^akkinen  and  Johnson  2003). 

The  BUM  does  not  have„the  same  authorin’  as  the  Idaho 
Fish  and  Game  to  regulate  permit  hundng.  Action  F\X  - 
2.1.1  for  all  alternatives;  Acdon  F\X’-D2.1.2  (see  .\ppen- 
dix  I,  item  21);  Action  F\X'-C2.2.6;  Acdon  SS-Dl.1.5; 
Action  SS-Dl.1.7;  SS-1.1.8;  and  .\cdon  SS-Dl.1.11  iden- 
dfy  seasonal  restrictions. 

(continued  on  following  page) 
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Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

('>3-183:  Section  2(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  declared  the  policy  of  Congress  that  all  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall  seek  to 
conser\-e  endangered  species  and  threatened  species  and  shall  udlize  their  authorities  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Human 
injun-  and  human  caused  mortality  are  the  greatest  management  concerns  of  grizzly  bears.  Motorized  access  enhances  the  public’s  access 
into  grizzly  bear  habitat  and,  thus,  increases  the  probability  of  encounters  between  people  and  bears.  People  are  often  injured  and  the  bear 
is  killed  in  many  of  these  cases.  The  BLM  uses  its  authorides  to  restrict  motorized  access  as  a method  to  reduce  human  injury,  mortalities  of 
bears,  and  conserv’e  the  species. 

8.9  miles  of  roads  cross  4,324  acres  of  BLM  public  lands  wdthin  grizzly  bear  habitat  in  northern  Idaho. 

03-184:  Secdon  2(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  declared  the  policy  of  Congress  that  all  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall  seek  to 
conserve  endangered  species  and  threatened  species  and  shall  udlize  their  authorides  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

The  BLM  and  the  FWS  used  the  best  sciendfic  and  commercial  data  available  to  determine  if  any  Federally  listed  or  proposed  species  or 
designated  or  proposed  cridcal  habitat  was  present  within  the  acdon  area  (50  CFR  402.12(d)). 

W’ith  the  best  sciendfic  and  commercial  data  available,  the  BLM  conducted  a “hard  look”  at  the  impacts  of  various  resource  programs  to- 
wards endangered,  threatened,  and  sensidve  species  (Sierra  Club  vs.  US  Dept  of  Transportadon,  753  F.  2d  120,  DC  Circuit  1985). 
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The  Agency  must  establish  much  more  than  a causal  connection  between  recreation  activities  and 
any  perceived  declines  in  the  population  of  any  threatened  or  endangered  species  known  to  reside  in 
the  project  area.  At  most,  the  technical  data  shows  that  some  recreational  activities,  in  some  areas, 
have  the  potential  to  displace  some  species  on  a very  local  level.  This,  however,  cannot  establish 
that  recreational  activities  pose  a substantial  threat  to  an  entire  population  or  subpopulation  of  a 
particular  plant  or  animal. 

Suggestions; 

a)  The  agency  should  not  utilize  technical  data  that  displays  a pronounced  bias  against  public 
recreation. 

b)  The  agency  must  not  jump  to  conclusions  regarding  the  effects  of  recreation  on  threatened  and 
endangered  species. 

Issue: 

Our  observations  over  decades  of  trail  riding  have  established  that  significant  wildlife  mortality  does 
not  result  from  OH  V activity.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  reports  of  large  animals  such  as  deer,  elk,  or 
bear  being  hit  or  injured  by  OHV  activity.  Additionally,  it  is  extremely  rare  for  OHVs  to  injure  any 
small  animals  such  as  squirrels  or  chipmunks.  We  request  that  wildlife  mortality  from  OHV  activity 
be  considered  minor  and  that  wildlife  mortality  not  be  used  as  a reason  to  close  roads  and  trails  to 
OHV  visitors. 

Issue: 

OHV  use  and  wildlife  can  and  do  coexist.  We  do  not  see  any  evidence  in  the  field  that  would 
indicate  that  summer  motorized  recreation  use  is  a significant  wildlife  problem.  We  support 
motorized  closures  where  necessary  to  protect  wildlife  during  the  spring  calving  season  and  hunting 
season  while  maintaining  a reasonable  level  of  access  during  those  periods. 

Issue; 

It  is  obvious  from  aerial  observation  of  the  project  area  that  under  the  existing  conditions  so  much 
of  the  area  is  inaccessible  to  motor  vehicles  and  that  the  existing  level  of  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreation  is  entirely  reasonable.  Reduced  motorized  road  and  trail  density  is  often  used 
as  a desired  management  goal  but  is  not  reasonable.  The  trend  of  reduced  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreational  opportunities  is  not  necessary  and  is  not  consistent  with  multiple-use 
management  of  the  area. 

Issue; 

Wildlife  management  also  depends  on  adequate  motorized  access.  For  example,  the  lack  of 
adequate  roads  and  motorized  access  for  hunter  access  has  led  to  reduced  hunter  success  and 
reduced  harvest  of  game  animals  and  affected  the  overall  number  and  balance  of  game  animals.  This 
in  turn  has  led  to  the  need  for  cow  permits  and  special  hunts.  In  order  to  be  consistent  with  the 
Forest  Plan  and  meet  the  goal  of  no  net  change  in  herd  numbers  requires  no  net  change  in  hunter 
access  which  in  turn  justifies  the  current  level  of  motorized  roads  and  trails. 

Issue: 

The  encroachment  of  residences  into  the  forest  is  often  the  most  significant  factor  contributing  to 
the  loss  of  summer  and/or  winter  wildlife  habitat.  First,  we  request  that  the  impact  of  these 
permanent  encroachments  be  quantified  and  compared  to  the  relatively  minor  impact  that 
mechanized  forest  visitors  have  on  wildlife  habitat.  Secondly,  public  land  visitors  should  not  have  to 
We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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pay  the  price  in  the  form  of  motorized  closures  required  to  offset  the  impact  of  permanent 
encroachments  by  private  residences.  Proper  assignment  of  restrictions  would  rest  on  those  private 
individuals  who  permanently  encroached  on  the  natural  habitat. 

Issue: 

independent  scientist  should  review  and  participate  in  all  aspects  of  planning,  broad-based 
assessments,  local  analysis,  and  monitoring.  Independent  scientists  must  review  the  published 
results  of  all  partnership  studies  including  those  prepared  by  students  under  the  direction  of 
professors,  in  order  to  be  sure  that  they  are  appropriately  interpreted  and  documented  and  that  the 
supporting  data  is  adequte. 

Scientists  may  come  from  within  federal  or  state  agencies,  or  the  general  public,  and  may  hold  a 
variety  of  important  and  influential  positions.  The  study  team  should: 

1)  require  minimum  standards  and  criteria  for  qualifications  which  must  be  met  before  a 
scientist  can  be  deemed  an  "expert"; 

2)  provide  minimum  standards  and  criteria  for  determining  when  a scientist  may  be  deemed 
"independent";  and 

3)  provide  a minimum  amount  of  public  notice  and  opportunity  to  object  whenever  any  such 
scientist  is  considered  for  such  participation,  whether  such  position  is  permanent  or 
temporary,  full  time  or  part  time,  voluntary  or  compensated.  Such  notice  should  include  the 
qualifications  of  the  individual,  the  role  which  the  individual  will  have  in  such  participation, 
and  the  type  and  duration  of  the  position. 

Review  and  participation  by  independent  scientists  is  a good  thing,  provided  the  process  require 
standards  which  assure  that  such  scientists  are  in  fact  qualifled  and  independent,  and  provide  the 
public  the  opportunity  to  review  such  factors. 

Issue: 

We  are  greatly  concerned  about  the  prevailing  management  trend  for  public  lands  that  has 
significantly  reduced  or  eliminated  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities.  Why  does  the 
closure  of  public  lands  permeate  the  current  management  mind  set?  This  mind  set  is  not  in  line  with 
the  best  interests  of  the  public,  'fhe  closure  of  any  existing  motorized  trail  will  add  to  the  significant 
cumulative  loss  of  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities  that  has  occurred  within  public 
lands  during  the  past  35  ± years.  In  order  to  avoid  contributing  further  to  the  significant  cumulative 
loss  of  motorized  recreation  and  access,  we  request  that  the  closure  of  a motorized  trail  or  access 
should  be  offset  by  the  creation  of  a new  motorized  trail  or  access  of  equal  value. 

Issue: 

The  elimination  of  public  access  to  public  lands  through  private  property  has  also  contributed  to  the 
loss  of  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  opportunities.  Wc  request  that  agencies  acquire 
private  land  and  right-of-ways  to  provide  access  to  public  land  that  is  now  blocked  off  to  the  public. 
This  action  is  necessary  to  reverse  the  prevailing  trend  of  significantly  less  public  access  to  public 
land  over  the  past  35  ± years  and  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  that  trend  on  multiple-use 
recreationists. 

Issue: 

Private  property  owners  that  border  public  land  should  not  benefit  from  public  land  without 
providing  access  to  the  public.  Any  private  landowner  that  owns  land  that  borders  public  land  and 
We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-185:  The  Idaho  Department  of  I'ish  and  (jame  (2003 
Big  Game  Seasons  p.  78)  learned  that  (1)  elk  in  roaded 
habitats  are  more  than  twice  as  likely  to  be  killed  by  a 
hunter  than  those  in  unroaded  areas;  (2)  selective  road 
closures  help  reduce  the  number  of  bull  elk  taken  and 
allowed  longer  hunting  seasons;  (3)  the  number  of  hunt- 
ers in  an  area  is  often  directly  related  to  the  number  of 
roads;  and  (4)  with  more  roads  (i.e.  easy  access)  and  more 
hunters  in  an  area,  more  elk  are  taken,  resulting  in  low 
bulkcalf  ratios  and  fewer  mature  bulls. 


03-186:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-187:  Please  see  response  03-124. 

03-188:  The  ability  to  reduce  hunter  densities  and  perhaps 
increase  hunter  success  rates  through  managing  road 
access  appears  to  be  a promising  wildlife  management 
tool  (Gratson,  M.W.  and  C.L.  'NX'Wtman.  2000).  Road 
closures  and  density  and  success  of  elk  hunters  in  Idaho. 
Wildlife  Society  Bulletin.  Vol.  28,  no.  2,  pp.  302-310). 


03-189:  BLM  can  not  control  urban  growth  on  non-BLM 
lands.  Loss  of  habitat  is  simply  the  current  situation.  The 
alternatives  propose  a variety  of  means  to  enhance  habitat 
to  include  reducing  road  density  and  closing  roads  where 
habitat  is  being  adversely  affected.  Under  Alternative  D, 
BLM  attempted  to  balanced  this  need  with  that  of  provid- 
ing access  for  recreational  use. 


03-190:  The  BLM  interdisciplinan,^  teams  is  composed  of 
experienced  scientists  and  experts  in  v^arious  fields.  The 
team  also  used  the  latest  scientific  data  available  in  devel- 
oping the  alternatives  and  when  conducting  the  analysis 
described  in  this  document. 


V 


03-191:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  re- 
sponse 03-124. 


03-192:  The  preferred  alternative  allows  for  easements  to 
allow  access  through  private  lands.  Please  see  Action  RC- 
Dl.5.8  in  the  alternatives  section  of  the  R.MP.  BLM  can 
not  discern  access  based  on  ownership. 

03-193:  Please  see  response  03-192. 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


193 


03  (Com.) 

not  provide  public  access  to  that  public  land  should  also  be  denied  access  to  that  public  land 
under  the  principles  of  fairness  and  reciprocity.  This  action  is  necessary  to  reverse  the  prevailing 
trend  of  significantly  less  public  access  to  public  land  over  the  pa.st  35  ± years  and  the  cumulative 
negati\e  impact  of  that  trend  on  multiple-use  recreaiionists. 


194 


Issue; 

Anytime  there  is  a land  exchange  between  private  and  public  entities,  a public  access  easement  or 
right-of-way  should  be  required  in  order  to  offset  the  trend  of  less  public  access  to  public  land  over 
the  past  35  ± years  and  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  that  trend  on  multiple-use  recreationists. 


Issue: 

Page  279  of  the  Supplement  to  Big  Snowy  EA.  As  previously  stated  in  our  response  to  3c  - 
Roadless.  Wilderness  comments,  we  fail  to  see  how  the  Roadless  Rule  has  a cumulative  effect  on 
multiplC'Use  recreationists.  The  Roadless  Area  Conservation  Strategy  did  not  prohibit  motorized 
use  on  roads  and  trails  that  already  exist  within  inventoried  roadless  areas.  It  also  did  not  prohibit 
construction  of  new  motorized  trails.  It  did  not  designate  the  areas  as  wilderness.  It  did  not  prohibit 
the  Forest  Superx’isor  from  making  local  decisions  about  motorized  travel  within  roadless  areas. 
Therefore,  we  consider  this  comment  beyond  the  scope  of  the  project. 

We  disagree  with  the  conclusion  that  the  Roadless  Rule  will  not  have  a cumulative  negative  effect 
on  motorized  recreationists.  The  Final  Roadless  Rule  published  on  January  5.  2001  included  the 
following  directive  “The  proposed  rule  did  not  close  any  roads  or  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV) 
trails”.  Even  though  motorized  recreation  is  allowed  by  the  Roadless  Rule,  non-motorized  groups 
will  contest  every  inch  of  motorized  trail  in  roadless  areas.  The  comments  .submitted  by  non- 
motorized  use  groups  as  part  of  this  proposed  action  are  representative  of  their  position.  All  loo 
often,  the  preferred  alternative  implements  a significant  reduction  in  motorized  access  and 
recreation.  Every  action  involving  travel  management  in  the  region  has  had  significant  motorized 
access  and  recreation  closures  associated  with  it.  There  is  no  evidence  that  future  actions  will  be  any 
different. 


Montana  has  a total  of  1 6,843,000  acres  in  National  Forests.  Of  that  area,  3,372,000  acres  or  20% 
are  designated  wilderness.  Areas  subject  to  the  Roadless  Rule  total  6,397,000  acres  or  38%  of  our 
National  Forest  area.  Therefore,  9,769,000  acres  or  58%  of  the  National  Forest  in  Montana  is  either 
wilderness  or  subject  to  the  Roadless  Rule.  This  number  of  acres  must  be  balanced  with  the  fact  that 
wilderness  visits  account  for  only  2.55%  of  the  visits  to  public  land  (Table  2-7  in  the  Social 
Assessment  of  the  Beaverhead-Deerlodge  National  Forest  dated  October  2002).  Therefore,  nearly  all 
(97.45%)  visitors  to  public  lands  benefit  from  land  management  for  multiple-use  and  benefit  from 
motorized  access  and  mechanized  recreational  opportunities. 

Based  on  our  experience  with  past  actions  and  current  proposed  actions,  motorized  recreationists 
will  lose  significant  recreational  opportunities  and  suffer  cumulative  negative  impacts  from  the 
Roadless  Rule.  Therefore,  we  disagree  that  this  issue  is  out  of  scope.  We  request  that  the  cumulative 
negative  impact  of  the  Roadless  Rule,  past  actions  and  future  actions  be  considered  a significant 
issue  and  adequately  considered  in  the  document  and  decision-making.  Additionally,  we  request  that 
an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative 
negative  impacts. 


196 


Issue: 

We  area  locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Natural  resources  are  renewable  and  sustainable  when  reasonably  managed  and  used.  Environmental 
health  is  not  significantly  improved  under  management  for  wilderness  or  roadless  character. 
Reasonable  management  and  use  for  the  benefit  of  all  citizens  is  best  provided  under  multiple-use 
policies.  We  request  that  decision-making  be  based  on  restoring  reasonable  management  and  use  of 
public  lands. 


Issue: 

The  wilderness  designation  is  not  good  for  recreation  and  an  alternative  designation  is  needed. 

Many  U.S.  citizens  do  not  trust  our  federal  land  managers  to  manage  our  natural  resources 
responsibly.  Wilderness  advocates  have  taken  advantage  of  this  situation  to  promote  the  Wilderness 
designation  and  now  the  Roadless  designation  as  a means  to  protect  these  areas.  Wilderness 
designation  was  originally  conceived,  by  the  Wilderness  advocates  involved  in  the  passage  of  the 
1964  Wilderness  Act,  as  appropriate  for  about  ten  million  acres  of  administratively  designated 
Primitive  Areas.  Present  day  Wilderness  advocates  have  since  expanded  the  concept  to  a system  of 
over  one  hundred  million  acres  and  they  say  we  need  much  more. 

An  alternative  land  designation  is  needed  to  resolve  the  Wilderness  and  Roadless  area  debate.  Off- 
highway  motorcycles,  aircraft,  snowmobiles,  4X4s,  mountain  bikes,  ATVs,  and  personal  watercraft 
are  not  allowed  in  designated  Wilderness  areas.  Therefore,  these  popular  recreation  pastimes  are 
severely  impacted  by  the  Wilderness  and  Roadless  designation.  Motorized  uses  that  have  been  grand 
fathered  into  some  Wilderness  areas,  such  as  use  of  aircraft  and  powerboats,  are  subjected  to 
harassment.  Horseback  riders,  hunters  and  other  non-motorized  recreationists  are  also  increasingly 
under  attack  from  Wilderness  advocates  who  push  more  restrictive  regulations  in  existing 
Wilderness  areas  and  those  areas  proposed  for  that  designation. 

The  U.S.  Congress  should  act  on  legislation  establishing  a federal  designation  that  is  less  restrictive 
to  recreational  use  than  Wilderness  and  the  Roadless  designation.  It  should  be  called  "Back  Country 
Recreation  Area"  thttD://www.sharetrails.org/index.cfm?nage=39  and 

httD://www.sharetrails.ore/index.cfm?Dage=40  ).  This  designation  should  be  designed  to  protect 
and,  if  possible,  enhance  the  backcountry  recreation  opportunities  on  these  lands  while  still  allowing 
responsible  utilization  of  these  areas  by  the  natural  resource  industries. 

This  designation  should  be  used  for  those  areas  currently  identified  by  the  federal  land  management 
agencies  as  "roadless"  and  thus  currently  under  consideration  for  Wilderness  designation.  Areas 
considered  may  or  may  not  be  recommended  for  Wilderness  designation  or  classed  as  Wilderness 
Study  Areas.  In  addition,  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  have 
administratively  developed  non-Congressionally  designated  Wildemess-like  reserves  or  buffer 
zones.  The  Forest  Service's  buffers  are  called  natural  and  near-natural  areas.  The  BLM's  reserves  are 
named  primitive  and  semi-primitive.  These  non-Congressionally  approved  land  classifications 
should  be  receive  the  Back  Country  Recreation  Area  (BCRA)  designation. 

Many  roadless  areas  have  been  under  consideration  for  Wilderness  designation  for  over  35  years. 
The  opposition  to  Wilderness  designation  in  many  of  these  areas  has  been  largely  from 
recreationists  whose  preferred  form  of  recreation  isn't  allowed  in  Wilderness  areas.  Recreational 
resources  need  not  be  sacrificed  for  responsible  resource  extraction.  The  BCRA  designation  will 
encmirage  cooperation,  not  only  between  diverse  recreation  interests,  but  also  between  recreationists 
and  our  resource  industries. 

We  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-194:  See  Lands  and  Realty  Actions  J.R-B2.1.6,  LR- 
C2.1.6  and_LR-D2.1.6,  “Retain  necessary  public  access 
■when  lands  are  transferred  out  of  Federal  ownership.” 

03-195:  Comment  pertains  to  USFS  lands,  not  BLM  lands. 


03-196:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-197:  The  issue  raised  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RiMP. 
Please  see  responses  04-1  and  05-16. 
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Comments 


Responses 


197 


03  (Cont.) 

We  request  that  all  "roadless"  federal  lauds,  not  currently  designated  as  Wilderness,  be  reviewed  for 
their  importance  to  back  country  recreationists  and  designated  as  Back  Country  Recreation  Areas. 


Issue; 

The  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  for  motorized  recreationists  should  consist  of  an  an 
equivalent  number,  type  and  quality  of  opportunities  as  compared  to  non-motorized  recrealionists 
including  access  to  back  country  recreation  areas,  long  distance  back  country  discovery  routes,  back 
country  airstrips  and  destinations  including  historic  areas,  lakes,  vistas,  streams  and  rivers. 


199 


Issue; 

Many  visitors  who  traditionally  use  roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  may  not  participate  in  a 
formal  NEPA  process.  The  process  is  both  time  consuming  and  confusing  to  many  citizens. 
Multiple-use  interests  oftentimes  struggle  to  provide  participants  due  to  many  other  lime 
commitments.  At  the  same  time,  non-motorized  groups  funded  by  foundations  have  well-organized, 
trained  and  experienced  staffs  that  are  readily  available  to  participate  in  the  NEPA  process  and 
collaborative  sessions.  These  groups  are  able  to  participate  on  a wide  front  of  actions  from  travel 
management  to  timber  sales  to  non-motorized  designations.  1'he  magnitude  of  foundation  funding 
available  to  non-motorized  groups  lends  to  amplify  their  limited-use  interests  in  comparison  to  the 
needs  of  the  public.  The  number  of  groups  and  the  magnitude  of  their  funding  can  be  found  at 
http;//www. green-vvatch.com/search/directorv.asp.  For  example,  there  are  over  45  special-interest 
environmental  groups  operating  in  our  area.  This  setting  often  results  in  non-motorized  interests 
getting  undue  benefits  by  creating  and  manipulating  the  process.  This  setting  is  not  based  on  the 
principles  of  addressing  public  need  and  technical  merit.  We  request  that  the  effectiveness  and 
impact  of  foundation-funded  organizations  versus  the  needs  of  all  citizens  be  evaluated  and  factored 
into  the  agencies  decision-making. 


200 


Issue: 

Given  the  current  setting  (number  of  actions  and  time  required  to  address  each),  most  of  the  public 
not  associated  with  foundation-funded  special-interest  environmental  organizations  does  not  have 
the  time  and  money  to  adequately  protect  their  recreation  rights.  This  characterization  typifies  most 
motorized  and  multiple-use  recreationists  who  already  struggle  to  balance  family  obligations  with 
work  obligations.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  require  major  involvement  in  the  NEPA  process  from  the 
working  public  in  order  to  protect  their  recreation  rights.  Conversely,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  reward 
those  groups  backed  by  foundation  funding  and  paid  positions  with  an  advantage  in  the  NEPA 
process  and  undue  recreational  opportunities.  We  request  that  the  cumulative  negative  impact 
associated  with  this  setting  be  adequately  evaluated  and  factored  into  the  decision-making  for  this 
action. 


201 


201 


Issue: 

We  have  also  observed  from  past  NEPA  travel  management  processes  that  the  lack  of  participation 
by  motorized  recreationists  has  been  due  to  the  cumulative  effect  of  confusing  and  poor 
documentation  of  the  proposals,  which  included  maps  that  did  not  have  clearly  defined 
characteristics,  landmarks,  trails,  roads,  routes  and  historical  sites  that  would  be  removed  from 
communal  use  by  the  proposed  closure  action.  We  are  concerned  that  this  lack  of  understanding 
will  lead  to  resentment  and  poor  support  of  motorized  closures  by  the  community.  We  request  that 
the  travel  management  process  seek  out  and  document  the  needs  of  all  motorized  visitors  including 
those  who  traditionally  use  the  primitive  roads  and  trails,  plus  the  handicapped,  elderly,  and 
physically  impaired  as  required  under  40  CFR  1 506.6  (a)  Make  diligent  efforts  to  involve  the  public 
Ci/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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in  preparing  and  implementing  the  NEPA  process.  (3)  (vii)  Publication  in  newsletters  that  may  be 
expected  to  reach  potentially  interested  persons,  (ix)  Posting  of  notice  on  and  off  site  in  the  area 
where  the  action  is  to  be  located,  and  (d)  Solicit  appropriate  information  from  the  public. 
Additionally,  NFMA  requires  the  Forest  Service  "shall  publicize  and  hold  public  meetings  or 
comparable  processes  at  locations  that  foster  public  participation  in  the  review  of  such  plans  and 
revisions. " 16  U.S.C.  § 1604(d). 


Issue: 

Many  multiple-use  and  motorized  recreationists  have  expressed  a concern  about  the  general  lack  of 
trust  in  the  travel  management  process.  They  feel  that  travel  management  decisions  are  pre- 
determined, that  it  is  pointless  to  participate  in  the  process,  and  that  travel  management  is  not 
intended  to  meet  their  needs.  These  opinions  could  be  easily  confirmed  by  publishing  a request  in 
local  newspapers  and  on  local  television  channels  asking  for  a response  to  the  question  “Do  you  feel 
that  you  have  been  adequately  involved  in  the  closure  of  roads  and  trails  on  public  lands  to 
motorized  use?  Yes  or  No”  and  “Do  you  feel  that  the  needs  of  multiple-use  and  motorized 
recreationists  have  been  adequately  considered  in  the  travel  management  process?  Yes  or  No”. 

We  request  that  the  process  adequately  meet  public  involvement  requirements  with  respect  to 
motorized  visitors.  The  process  should  include  methods  of  public  involvement  that  effectively 
reach  motorized  visitors  and  methods  to  account  for  the  needs  of  citizens  who  may  not  participate 
for  diverse  reasons.  Some  public  involvement  methods  that  would  be  effective  include;  (1)  the  use 
of  trail  rangers  (who  are  motorized  enthusiasts)  to  count  and  interview  visitors  using  the  travelways 
and  distribute  Travel  Management  materials  to  them,  (2)  publication  in  the  newsletters  of  motorized 
association,  (3)  attendance  at  motorized  club  meetings,  (4)  posting  of  information  packets  at 
motorized  trail  head  areas,  and  (5)  mailings  to  OHV  enthusiasts  and  owners. 


03-198:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  03-45.  Also, 
based  on  the  number  of  comments  received  concerning 
or  reladng  to  recreation  settings,  Recreation  (.ipportunity 
Spectrum  (ROS)  was  added  to  Maps  20-23. 

03-199:  All  members  of  the  public  have  equal  opprjrtunity 
to  pardcipate  in  the  planning  process.  The  level  at  which 
they  choose  to  pardcipate  is  a matter  of  personal  prefer- 
ence. BLM  gave  equal  consideradon  to  ideas,  requests, 
and  other  comments  from  organizadons  and  private  cid- 
zens  throughout  this  planning  process. 


03-200:  All  members  of  the  public  have  equal  opportunity 
to  pardcipate  in  the  planning  process.  The  level  at  which 
they  choose  to  pardcipate  is  a matter  of  personal  prefer- 
ence. BLM  has  made  great  efforts  to  ensure  all  members 
of  the  public  have  an  opportunity  to  pardcipate  in  the 
planning  process.  The  motorized  recreadon  community 
was  well  represented  at  most  of  the  public  meedngs  that 
BLM  conducted.  Also,  judging  from  content  of  the  pub- 
lic comment  letters  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  most  were 
from  people  who  enjoy  motorized  recreadon. 

03-201:  The  extensive  public  involvement  process  that 
BLM  has  implemented  is  described  in  Chapter  5 of  the 
RMP/EIS.  BLM  took  extra  care  to  prepare  easy-to-read 
travel  management  maps.  During  public  meedngs,  BLM 
received  a number  of  compliments  on  these  maps,  and 
many  attendees  took  copies  home  with  them. 


03-202:  Newsletters  were  sent  to  anyone  who  requested 
one  or  who  signed  up  to  be  on  the  BLM  mailing  list  for 
this  project.  See  response  to  03-201.  The  newsletters  and 
other  informadon  about  the  planning  process  were  also 
made  available  on  the  project  website.  During  the  scop- 
ing period,  the  BLM  Project  manager  pardcipated  in  a 
meedng  of  a local  motorized  club.  Motorized  recreadon- 
ist  pardcipadon  at  public  meedngs  and  the  number  of 
comment  letters  from  them  indicate  that  BLM  did  an 
adequate  job  of  informing  the  public  and  allowing  for 
their  involvement  in  the  planning  process. 


Issue: 

The  number  of  NEPA  actions  is  overwhelming.  For  example,  each  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  Forest  Service  jurisdiction  publishes  a NEPA  Quarterly  Report  and  there  are  typically  at  least  30 
actions  ongoing  at  any  moment.  We  typically  recreate  in  at  least  5 to  6 Forest  Service  or  BLM 
management  areas.  The  number  of  NEPA  actions  at  any  moment  that  we  would  have  to  evaluate 
and  comment  on  in  order  to  be  involved  would  total  150  to  180.  Refer  to  Table  2 also.  Therefore, 
the  public  cannot  possibly  comment  on  every  road,  trail,  or  document.  If  this  is  an  over-arching 
strategy,  then  it  is  grossly  unfair.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  expect  working  class  citizens  to  comment  on 
every  NEPA  action  that  affects  them.  Basically,  the  current  planning  processes  discriminate  against 
the  working  class  because  they  work  at  least  40  hours  per  and  cannot  dedicate  anywhere  near 
enough  hours  required  to  keep  up  with  ail  of  the  travel  planning  processes  currently  on  the  table. 


204 


Issue: 

We  are  concerned  with  the  way  that  comments  are  being  used  by  agencies  in  the  decision-making 
process.  Agency  management  has  said  that  the  total  number  of  comments  received  during  the 
process  is  considered  during  the  decision-making.  There  is  a clear  indication  that  decisions  are  being 
made  based  on  those  interests  producing  the  most  comments.  We  strongly  disagree  with  a decision- 
making process  using  comments  as  a voting  process  where  the  most  comments  wins  the  most  trails 
and  recreation  opportunities  becau.se  motorized  recreationists  and  working  class  citizens  have  a low 
participation  rale  in  NEPA  processes  for  reasons  discussed  further  in  this  document. 


U/e  ire  i locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-203:  BLM  is  required  to  notify  the  public  of  all  actions 
that  require  NEPA  analysis.  Public  citizens  are  free  to 
choose  those  actions  they  wish  to  be  involved  with.  This 
is  not  BLM’s  overarching  strategv'. 

03-204:  Public  comments  are  used  to  draw  planners’  atten- 
tion to  resource  issues"  of  most  concern  to  the  public. 
One  of  the  main  points  of  NEPA  is  to  encourage  public 
participation  by  allowing  for  comments  on  most  actions. 
Comments  are  not  counted  as  votes  during  the  decision 
making  process.  Chapter  5 of  the  Proposed  RMP/Final 
EIS  contains  a section  describing  how  comments  on  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  were  utilized.  The  substance  of  the 
comments  w’as  BLM’s  main  consideration  in  determining 
whether  or  not  a change  to  the  Draft  was  warranted. 
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Comments 


Responses 


03  (Cont.) 

X\k  intent  ol  National  Envimnmenlal  Policy  Act  (NHPA)  when  seeking  comments  during  scoping 
^ and  diKument  comment  prx^cesscs  is  to  solicit  input  in  order  to  assure  that  significant  issues  were 

0 bought  forward  and  considered.  This  intent  is  slated  in  NFPA  Section  1 50 1 .7  as  "There  shall  be  an 

1 etiWv  tinj  open  process  for  lieierminin^  the  scope  of  issues  to  he  addressed  and  for  identifying  the 

I significant  is.vwe.v  related  to  a proposed  action:'  And  in  Nl-PA  Section  1503.1  as  "(4}  Request 

J.  ‘ omments  from  the  public,  affirmatively  .soliciting  comments  front  those  persons  or  organizations 

m Ao  mm'  be  interested  or  affected.  ” 

5 ClearK.  comments  under  NEPA  were  intended  to  bring  issues  and  concerns  to  the  attention  of  the 

J team  preparing  the  environmental  document  and  the  decision-makers.  NEPA  did  not  suggest  that 

comments  were  to  be  used  as  a voting  process  to  indicate  support  of  alternatives.  Nor  did  NEPA 
J anticipate  that  the  scoping  and  citizen  input  would  be  dominated  by  well-funded  special  interest 

ff  groups.  And  finally,  NEPA  did  not  intend  citizens  to  comment  on  every  possible  NEPA  as  a 

4 requirement  to  protect  their  interests,  needs,  and  quality  of  life 

I 204  Unfortunately,  the  comment  process  has  been  considered  a voting  process  to  gauge  communal 
J opinion  and  agencies  have  not  always  recognized  their  responsibility  to  adequately  address  the 

I needs  of  all  citizens.  This  misuse  of  the  comment  process  has  resulted  in  agencies  overlooking  the 

i needs  of  all  citizens  and  decisions  have  been  made  that  do  not  adequately  address  the  needs  of  the 

> public.  NEPA  requires  decision-making  that  adequately  addresses  the  needs  of  all  members  of  the 

public.  This  direction  was  stated  in  Title  1.  Sec.  101  of  NEPA  Policy  Act  of  1969  as  ^'achieve  a 
balance  between  population  and  resource  use  which  will  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide 
sharing  of  life 's  amenities...".  Under  NEPA,  decision-makers  have  a responsibility  to  seek  out. 
determine,  and  make  decisions  that  address  the  needs  of  all  citizens  and  not  just  those  that  submit 
comments. 


Communal  needs  are  best  met  by  management  of  public  lands  and  programs  for  multipie-uses. 
Motorized  roads  and  trails  are  a significant  source  of  recreation  for  all  of  the  public.  The  public 
expects  decision-makers  to  adequately  protect  the  existing  standards  of  living  and  opportimities 
(human  environment)  in  their  decisions.  The  public  expects  and  needs  public  agencies  to  be  on  their 
side.  NEPA  did  not  intend  for  citizens  who  do  not  comment  on  NEPA  actions  to  give  up  their 
standard  of  living  to  those  that  do.  We  ask  that  public  comments  not  be  used  as  a voting  process  and 
that  the  needs  of  all  citizens  be  fairly  addressed  in  the  document  and  decision-making. 

Issue: 

The  NEPA  process  is  complicated  and  unapproachable  to  most  of  the  public  yet  there  has  never 
been  a program  to  inform,  educate,  and  increase  the  public’s  awareness  and  ability  to  work  with  the 
NEPA  process.  The  lack  of  widespread  information,  education,  awareness  and  NEPA  skills  has 
contributed  to  extremely  low  participation  in  the  NEPA  process  by  some  sectors  of  the  public. 

Public  participation  for  even  the  most  controversial  proposed  action  (roadless  rule)  has  involved  less 
than  1%  of  the  affected  public.  Additionally,  the  general  lack  of  understanding  of  the  NEPA  process 
has  resulted  in  poor  acceptance  and  opinions  of  the  process  by  the  public. 

Moreover,  those  with  significant  NEPA  knowledge,  training,  and  skills  are  able  to  successfully 
manipulate  the  NEPA  process  and  have  benefited  significantly  from  the  process  and  the  ability  to 
influence  its  decisions. 


life  are  a locally  supported  association  tuDose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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A quantification  of  the  level  of  public  understanding  and  participation  in  the  NEPA  process  has 
never  been  undertaken.  Additionally,  a quantification  of  the  level  of  public  acceptance  of  the  NEPA 
process  has  never  been  undertaken.  We  request  that  the  significant  negative  impact  on  the  majority 
of  the  public  resulting  from  the  lack  of  information,  education,  training,  understanding  and 
acceptance  of  the  NEPA  process  be  evaluated  and  that  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  which  have 
become  significant  on  the  public  be  adequately  mitigated. 


Issue: 

National  Foundations  are  providing  significant  funding  to  special-interest  environmental  groups. 
For  example.  Turner  Foundation  provided  $14,174,845  in  year  2000  to  over  40  organizations  that 
are  active  in  our  area  (http://w'ww.green-watch.com/search/gmdisDlav.asD?Org=58 1 924590  ). 

Pew  Foundation  provided  $37,699,400  in  2001 
(http://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdiSDlav.asD?Org=236234669). 

Weeden  Foundation  provided  over  $65,(K)0  in  2003  and  2004 

(http://www.weedenfdn.org/grantsummaries.htm  ) with  $20,000  going  to  the  Wildlands  Center  for 
Preventing  Roads  with  a stated  mission  of  limiting  motorized  recreation. 

Another  example.  Forest  Service  Employees  for  Environmental  Ethics  had  a total  revenue  of 
$837,550  in  year  2000  with  $8 ! 0,853  originating  as  gifts  from  5 foundations 
(http://www.fseee.org/99Q/ ). 
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Financially  significant  national  foundations  providing  funding  to  environmental  groups  in  the 
project  area  include; 

Bullitt  Foundation  (hnp://www. green-watch. com/search/gmdisDlav.asp?Ore=9 1 6027795  ), 

Banbury  Fund  (httD://www, green-watch.com/searc h/gmdisplav.asD?Org=  1 36062463  ), 

Edward  John  Noble  Foundation  (http://www. green-watch.com/search/gmdisplav .asp?Org=06 1 055586  ), 
Richard  King  Mellon  Foundation  (http://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdisplav.asp?Org=251  127705  ), 
Charles  Engelhard  Foundation  fhttp://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdisp{av.asp?Org=226063032  ), 

Ford  Foundation  (htto://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdisDlav.asD?Org=l  3 1 68433 1 ), 

William  & Flora  Hewlett  Foundation  (http://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdisplav.asp?Org=94l6S5673  ), 
and  W.K.  Kellogg  (http://www.green-watch.com/search/gmdlsplav.asD?Org=38 1 359264). 


Cary  Mcgrebcrg  in  the  January  2004  edition  of  the  Montana  Contractor  News  described  the  current 
situation  as  “Montana-based  environmental  groups  that  specialize  in  slopping  development  generate 
millions  of  dollars  each  year  selling  their  “services”  to  out-of-state  donors...  Montana  certainly 
doesn’t  rtced  to  produce  any  more  environmental  advocacy  than  our  own  residents  pay  for”.  We  are 
cortcemed  about  the  magnitude  and  influence  of  foundation  funding  to  non-motorized  organizations. 
The  level  of  funding  provided  to  non-motorized  organizations  from  national  foundations  is  tens  of 
thrmsands  of  times  greater  than  that  available  to  individuals  and  local  organizations  representing 
multiple-use  and  motorized  recrcationists.  This  level  of  funding  provides  non-motorized 
r>rganization5  with  significant  staffing,  management,  and  legal  support.  Local  residents  are  closest  to 
the  land  and  should  have  a major  say  in  the  way  that  the  land  is  managed  but  they  cannot  counter  the 
influence  of  the  tn'ganized  environmental  groups. 


We  request  the  significant  impact  that  national  foundation  funding  to  environmental  groups  has  on 
motorized  recreationists  be  adequately  evaluated  and  considered  including;  (1)  the  impact  that 


life  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recre&tlonlsts  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-205:  BLM’s  resource  management  planning  process  is 
focused  on  public  involvement,  and  NEPA  requirements 
are  integrated  into  this  process.  BLM  has  held  numerous 
public  meetings,  mailed  newsletters  to  hundreds  of  inter- 
ested parties,  published  and  updated  a website,  and  been 
open  to  work  with  any  interested  individuals  or  groups  to 
involve  them  in  this  process.  See  Chapter  5 for  more 
information  about  public  involvement. 


03-206:  Such  evaluation  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  docu- 
ment. 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  linvironmental Impact  Statement 


K-59 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 
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03  (Com.) 

foundaiion  funding  has  on  the  NFPA  process.  (2)  the  impact  that  foundation  funding  has  on  the 
decision-making,  and  (3)  the  impact  that  foundation  funding  has  on  the  NKPA  process  through 
significant  use  of  legal  challenges  to  nearly  every  decision  involving  multiple-use  proposals  for 
public  lands.  In  addition,  the  document  and  decision-makers  should  evaluate  the  cumulative 
negative  impact  national  foundation  funding  has  had  on  all  past  NEPA  actions  involving  multiple- 
use  and  motorized  recreation. 


Issue: 

We  have  been  told  that  motorized  recreationists  must  participate  in  the  travel  management  process 
and/or  collaborative  sessions  in  order  to  realize  future  motori/.ed  recreational  opportunities.  While 
we  agree  that  motorized  rccreationists  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  NEPA  process,  the 
level  and  effectiveness  of  participation  should  not  be  the  deciding  factor  when  making  decisions 
about  who  gets  what  recreational  opportunities  within  public  lands.  NEPA  does  not  identify  the 
quality  and  quantity  of  individual  and  group  participation  as  a decision-making  criterion.  Agencies 
should  not  be  overly  influenced  by  the  network  of  influence  groups  that  foundations  and 
environmentalists  have  established.  The  network  of  influence  groups  has  a significant  advantage 
over  common  citizens  in  areas  including  funding,  staffing,  training  and  advertising  through  radio, 
television,  web  sites,  and  newspapers.  This  setting  allows  environmental  groups  to  get  undue 
benefits  by  manipulating  the  NEPA  process.  This  setting  does  not  address  the  principles  of  meeting 
public  need.  NEPA  and  other  laws  do  not  intend  for  independent  individuals  who  are  less  organized 
to  give  up  their  life’s  amenities  to  better-organized  and  funded  groups. 

The  establishment  of  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands  should  be  based  on  public  need. 
Other  government  entities  are  directed  to  address  and  meet  the  needs  of  the  public.  For  example, 
cities  provide  water  and  sewer  systems  based  on  public  need.  Highways  are  constructed  based  on 
public  need.  The  need  for  these  facilities  is  not  based  on  the  level  of  citizen  involvement.  The  need 
for  these  facilities  is  based  on  an  assessment  of  need  developed  by  water  and  sewer  usage,  traffic 
counts,  etc.  The  public  has  a basic  expectation  that  agencies  will  look  out  for  all  of  their  interests 
and  the  best  interests  of  the  public  are  met  when  agencies  respond  to  the  needs  of  the  public  in  this 
manner.  If  members  of  the  public  did  not  comment  on  the  upgrade  of  a water  treatment  plant  or  the 
construction  of  a highway  does  not  mean  that  their  water  is  shut  off  or  that  they  can’t  drive  to 
Bozeman.  We  request  that  the  use  of  public  participation  in  decision-making  for  this  proposed 
action  be  monitored  to  assure  that  it  is  does  not  obscure  the  needs  of  all  citizens  who  rely  on  the 
project  area  for  their  recreation  and  livelihoods. 


208 


Issue; 

It  has  been  stated  that  motorized  recreationists  should  participate  in  collaborative  sessions  with  non- 
motorized  groups  in  order  to  obtain  motorized  recreational  opportunities  on  public  lands.  The 
agencies  may  think  that  the  definition  of  a collaborative  effort  as  “working  together  to  develop  a 
solution  that  reasonably  meets  the  needs  of  all  parties”  but  the  dictionary  definition  of  collaborate  is 
“To  cooperate  treasonably,  as  with  an  enemy”. 


Additionally.  British  Prime  Ministry  Lady  Margaret  Thatcher  describe  consensus  which  is  another 
closely  related  process  as  “. . .the  process  of  abandoning  all  beliefs,  principles,  values  and  policies  in 
search  of  something  in  which  no  one  believes,  but  to  which  no  one  objects;  the  process  of  avoiding 
the  very  issues  that  have  to  be  solved,  merely  because  you  cannot  get  agreement  on  the  way  ahead”. 


03-207:  All  members  of  the  public  have  equal  opportunity 
to  participate  in  the  planning  process.  The  level  at  which 
they  choose  to  participate  is  a matter  of  personal  prefer- 
ence. 

Public  comments  are  simply  one  facet  of  the  decision- 
making process.  Lack  of  involvement  by  a particular 
group  does  not  mean  that  their  area  of  interest  will  not  be 
addressed.  However,  public  attention  to  a matter  ensures 
that  planners  consider  that  area  of  interest  in  the  process 
of  creating  a planning  document. 


03-208;  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


We  are  a locally  supported  associatiop  unose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Both  sides  would  be  further  down  the  trail  towards  measurable  protection  of  the  human  and  natural 
environment  if  multiple-use,  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  were  accepted  at  a 
reasonable  level  and  we  all  focused  our  energy  on  visitor  education,  site-specific  problems  and  site- 
specific  mitigation  measures.  Consensus  and  collaborative  processes  cannot  by  nature  produce 
reasonable  results  and  motorized  recrealionists  should  not  be  forced  into  these  processes  where  they 
are  guaranteed  to  lose. 


Issue: 

Multiple-use  recreationists  are  receptive  to  reasonable  actions  that  benefit  both  the  human  and 
natural  environment.  The  intent  and  goals  of  non-motorized  groups  can  be  examined  by  reviewing 
their  comments  submitted  on  this  action  and  other  similar  proposed  actions,  reviewing  the  list  of 
legal  actions  that  they  have  sponsored,  and  browsing  websites  such  as: 
httD://www.greatervellowstone.org ; httD://wildmontana.org/orvsDubland.htm  ; 
http://www. wiidlands.org  ; http://montana.sierraclub.org  ; http://www.sierraclub.org ; 
http://www.wildmontana.org  ; http://www.wiIdrockies.org/ ; http://www.wildrockies.org/TECl/ ; 
http://www.wildlandscpr.org  ; http://maps.wildrockies.org/orv/ ; http://www.wildrockiesalliance.org 
: http://www.friendsofthebittcrroot.org  ; and  http://www.montanawildlife.com  (click  on  “activism” 
or  “issues”  or  “news”  or  “take  action”  or  “opinions”  or  search  for  “OHV”  or  “ATV”,  etc). 

A common  stated  goal  of  non-motorized  groups  is  the  elimination  of  as  much  multiple-use  on 
public  lands  as  possible  and  the  establishment  of  as  much  wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-use 
area  as  possible  (http://www.weedenfdn.org/grantsummaries.htm).  While  collaborative  agreement 
on  a travel  management  plan  between  two  opposing  interests  is  a desirable  solution  from  an 
Agency’s  perspective,  the  reality  of  the  current  setting  is  that  collaborative  sessions  have  failed 
because  a reasonable  allocation  of  recreational  opportunities  that  would  meet  the  needs  of  all 
citizens  never  stays  on  the  table.  The  approach  to  travel  management  taken  by  the  agencies  is  to  pit 
user  groups  against  each  other  in  the  process.  Furthermore,  the  lack  of  a reasonable  multiple-use 
alternative  combined  with  the  significant  cumulative  negative  effects  that  motorized  recreationists 
have  experienced  (loss  of  over  50%  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities  during  the  past  35  ± 
years)  precludes  motorized  recrealionists  from  accepting  any  additional  unbalanced  proposals 
coming  out  of  collaborative  sessions.  The  collaborative  approach  must  produce  reasonable  multiple- 
use  alternatives  for  all  (100%)  of  the  remaining  lands  intended  for  multiple-use. 

Additionally,  we  must  make  decisions  based  on  adequate  consideration  of  the  needs  of  both  the 
human  and  natural  environment.  Recreational  opportunities  should  be  established  based  on  the 
needs  of  the  public  and  not  the  negotiating  skills  of  participants  in  collaborative  sessions. 

The  reality  of  the  current  setting  is  that  we  must  share  public  lands  with  all  visitors.  Sharing  requires 
coexistence  among  exclusive-use  and  multiple-use  recreationists.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  take  the 
position  that  motorized  and  non-motorized  recrealionists  cannot  coexist  at  the  levels  of  use  typical 
in  the  project  area.  The  motive  behind  a non-coexisting  attitude  is  a selfish  one.  Collaborative 
sessions  and  decision-makers  must  not  yield  to  those  unwilling  to  share  or  accept  diversity.  All 
parties  must  accept  diversity  and  coexist.  All  parties  must  be  responsive  to  and  willing  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  public.  The  reality  of  the  current  setting  is  that  we  must  make  balanced  decisions  that 
meet  the  needs  of  the  public.  We  have  been  told  that  motorized  rccreationists  must  participate  in  the 
travel  management  process  and/or  collaborative  sessions  in  order  to  realize  future  motorized 
recreational  opportunities.  While  we  agree  that  motorized  rccreationists  have  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  NEPA  process,  we  disagree  that  the  level  and  effectiveness  of  participation  should 
U/^  sre  a locally  supported  association  ujnose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tprougp  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-209:  Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  four  items 
listed  at  the  end  of  the  comment  are  reasonable  and  in 
fact  provide  the  basis  for  the  creation  and  selection  of  the 
preferred  alternative  as  the  proposed  action. 
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he  the  factor  deciding  when  making  decisions  about  who  gets  what  recreational  opportunities  within 
our  public  lands. 

Decisions  should  be  based  on; 

(1)  accurate  and  unbiased  information, 

(2)  fairness  to  all  members  of  the  public  and  their  needs. 

(3)  the  principles  of  sharing  and  tolerance,  and 

(4)  an  equitable  distribution  of  benefits  to  all  interests. 


210 


Issue: 

NEPA  does  nol  require  or  suggest  that  the  quality  and  quantity  of  individual  and  group  participation 
be  used  as  a decision-making  criterion.  Agencies  should  not  be  overly  influenced  by  the  network  of 
influence  groups  that  environmentalists  have  established.  The  network  of  influence  groups  has  a 
significant  advantage  over  common  citizens  in  areas  including  funding,  staffing,  training  and 
advertising  through  radio,  television,  web  sites,  and  newspapers.  Collaborative  sessions  or  other 
types  of  negotiations  often  result  in  undue  benefits  for  environmental  groups  because  they  have 
manipulated  the  process.  The  decision-making  process  should  be  solidly  founded  on  the  principles 
of  unbiased  information  and  public  need. 


Issue: 

Environmental  groups  have  the  funding  and  legal  backing  to  pursue  their  agenda.  Court  rulings  and 
negotiations  favorable  to  environmental  groups  are  a heavy  influence  on  the  agency  decision- 
making including: 


The  Bitterroot  timber  salvage  settlement 

(http://www.hclenair.com/rednew^7002^02.^08/build/headlinc/l  A2.html ) is  an  example  of  an 
unreasonable  compromise  with  environmental  groups.  The  Forest  Service  developed  a reasonable 
proposal  to  harvest  44,000  acres  (14%)  out  of  307,000  acres  burned  during  the  fires  of  2000.  The 
final  negotiated  settlement  will  allow  just  14,770  acres  (5%)  to  be  harvested. 
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This  pattern  of  unreasonable  negotiation  was  repeated  with  the  Cave  Gulch  fire  settlement 
1 http://www.hcienair.com/articlcs/2003/01/23/heiena  top/aO  10 12303  03.txt ).  Again,  the  Forest 
Service  developed  a reasonable  proposal  to  harvest  2,767  acres  (10%)  out  of  a total  of  27.660  acres 
burned  during  2000.  The  final  negotiated  settlement  in  January  2003  allowed  just  1,191  acres  (4%) 
to  be  harvested. 


This  pattern  of  unreasonable  negotiation  was  repeated  with  the  Snow  Talon  fire  settlement 
(http://www.helenair.com/articles/2005/ 1 2/Q7/helena/a09 1 20705  0 1 .txt ).  Again,  the  Forest  Service 
developed  a reasonable  proposal  to  harvest  2,763  acres  (7%)  out  of  a total  of  37,700  acres  burned 
during  2003.  The  final  negotiated  settlement  in  December  2005  reduced  the  original  proposal  by 
85%  from  27  million  board  feet  of  limber  to  just  4 million  board  feet  to  be  harvested. 

This  pattern  of  unreasonable  court  rulings  was  repeated  with  the  Lolo  National  Forest  timber 
salvage  sale  proposals  after  the  year  2000  fires.  Again,  the  Forest  Service  developed  a sound 
proposal  to  harvest  about  4,600  acres  or  6%  out  of  74.000  acres  that  were  burned.  Environmental 
groups  challenged  that  proposal  all  the  way  to  the  Ninth  Circuit  court  and  successfully  stopped  the 
harvest  proposal  (http://www.missoulian.eom/articles/2005/12/10/ncws/top/news01.prt ). 


03-210:  Please  see  response  03-207. 


03-211:  Please  see  response  03-207. 


We  ere  e locally  supported  association  wnose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tprougH  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Clearly,  these  and  the  many  other  legal  actions  by  environmental  groups  with  funding  and  resources 
have  influenced  the  system  and  set  precedent  with  federal  agencies.  Appeals  and  lawsuits  by 
environmental  groups  greatly  outnumber  those  of  average  citizens 
(httD://www.fs.fed.us/rl/proiccts/appeal  index. shtml  and 

http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/applit/indcx.htm).  The  current  precedent  is  that  legal  actions  and  appeals 
are  the  most  effective  way  to  influence  decisions  on  how  public  land  is  to  be  managed. 
Unfortunately,  the  true  public  need  for  management  of  public  lands  for  multiple-uses  is  not 
adequately  defended  because  agencies  are  so  focused  on  countering  the  massive  legal  attack  by 
environmental  groups. 

The  final  “negotiated”  decision-making  in  these  actions  had  nothing  to  do  with  science  or  public 
need.  The  final  “negotiated”  decision-making  in  these  actions  had  everything  to  do  with  the  amount 
of  money  and  legal  support  that  special  interest  environmental  groups  have  available.  These 
resources  allow  them  to  routinely  pursue  actions  within  the  NEPA  process  and  significantly 
influence  the  NEPA  to  benefit  their  special  interests.  Environmental  groups  are  not  representative  of 
the  overall  public  need  yet  their  use  of  legal  actions  allowed  only  their  perspective  to  be  represented 
in  a negotiating  session.  This  inequity  creates  a serious  flaw  in  the  process.  For  example  in  the 
Bitterroot  and  Cave  Gulch  salvage  harvest  actions,  the  “negotiated”  settlement  conceded  too  many 
un-harvesied  acres  (30,000  and  1,600  acres  respectively)  to  wilderness  oriented  groups,  was  not 
based  on  sound  technical  information,  and  was  not  representative  of  the  majority  of  public  needs. 
The  riegotiated  settlement  will  likely  happen  again  with  the  Snow-Talon  Salvage  Sale  decision 
(httD://www.helenair.com/articles/2005/07/17/oDinions/a04071705  03.txt ).  The  same  sort  of 
influence  and  “negotiated”  settlement  is  repeated  over  and  over  in  travel  planning  actions  and  has 
resulted  in  the  closure  of  over  50%  of  the  existing  motorized  roads  and  trails  exceeding  50%  in  most 
cases.  'Hiis  “negotiated”  decision-making  has  created  a significant  negative  cumulative  negative 
impact  on  multiple-use  and  motorized  recreationists. 

We  request  that  the  use  of  public  participation  in  decision-making  for  this  proposed  action  be 
monitored  to  assure  that  it  is  does  not  obscure  the  needs  of  all  citizens  who  rely  on  this  area  for  their 
recreation  and  livelihoods.  Collaborative  sessions  are  inequitable  and  a travesty  if  they  do  not  meet 
a true  cross-section  of  public  needs.  The  needs  of  the  public  are  best  met  by  managing  public  lands 
for  multiple-uses.  Multiple-use  includes  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation.  We  request  that 
agencies  conduct  collaborative  sessions  that  produce  reasonable  multiple-use  outcomes. 
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Issue: 

Each  and  every  travel  managemenl  plan  has  significantly  reduced  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation.  Therefore,  non-motorized  recreationists  gain  more  opportunities  with  each  and  every 
travel  plan  compromise  that  closes  motorized  roads  and  trails  and  areas  to  motorized  recreation. 
This  trend  is  effectively  converting  significant  areas  of  multiple-use  public  land  to  defacto 
wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-use  land.  This  conversion  is  being  repeated  over  and  over  and 
the  cumulative  negative  impact  of  this  trend  on  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  is 
significant  and  must  be  evaluated  as  part  of  this  action. 


Issue: 

The  lack  of  money  to  maintain  OHV  routes  is  being  used  as  a reason  to  close  OHV  routes  and  at  the 
same  time  Recreational  I rails  Program  (RTP)  and  gas  tax  money  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  is  not 
being  returned  to  OMV  recreation.  There  is  also  unused  motorized  R TP  money  available  each  year. 
Additionally,  the  lack  of  money  is  u.sed  as  a reason  that  new  OHV  routes  cannot  be  constructed. 

We  are  a locally  supported  association  uibose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-212:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-213:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Propf/sed  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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Solution: 

The  Forest  Service  must  aggressively  pursue  and  make  use  of  all  available  forms  of  OHV  trail 
funding  including  RIP.  and  a more  equitable  return  of  the  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists.  As 
demonstrated  in  the  following  comments,  the  amount  of  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  rccreationists  is 
enormous. 


Issue: 

Our  observations  of  recreationists  taking  visiting  the  primitive  roads  and  trails  within  public  lands 
indicate  that  96%  of  the  visitors  represented  multiple-uses  that  rely  on  motorized  access  and/or 
mechanized  recreation  (data  available  upon  request).  These  needs  can  be  further  quantified  by 
researching  records  from  the  Motor  Vehicle  Division  (MVD)  and  the  report  Fuel  Used  for  Ofl-Road 
Recreation  (Report  ORNL/TM-1999/100,  Federal  Highway  Administration).  Both  of  these  sources 
document  OHV  numbers  by  stale. 
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Montana  is  estimated  to  have  32,747  off-road  trucks,  18,400  off-road  motorcycles,  and  23,017  off- 
road atvs  for  a total  of  74,164  OHV  recreationists  (Report  ORNI7TM-1999/IOO).  This  total  does 
not  include  other  multiple-use  visitors  using  automobiles,  SUVs,  etc.  Nationally,  the  total  estimated 
off-highway  vehicles  equal  about  7.400,000  which  does  not  include  other  multiple-use  visitors 
(Report  OIWL/TM-1999/100). 


Additionally,  there  are  millions  of  other  multiple-use  visitors  who  use  motorized  access  for 
sightseeing,  exploring,  picnicking,  hiking,  rock  climbing,  skiing,  mountain  biking,  riding  horses, 
camping,  hunting,  RVs,  target  shooting,  fishing,  viewing  wildlife,  snowmobiling,  accessing 
patented  mining  claims,  and  gathering  of  firewood,  rocks,  natural  foods,  etc.  Mountain  bikers  seem 
to  prefer  OHV  trails  because  we  clear  and  maintain  them  and  they  have  a desirable  surface  for 
biking.  Additionally,  many  of  the  routes  within  the  project  area  are  necessary  to  maintain  access  to 
patented  mining  claims  and  historic  districts.  Also,  physically  challenged  visitors  must  use  wheeled 
vehicles  to  visit  public  lands.  The  needs  of  all  of  these  multiple-use  visitors  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed  and  the  proposed  negative  impacts  to  them  have  not  been  adequately 
disclosed.  We  request  that  the  cumulative  needs  of  these  visitors  be  accurately  quantified  and  the 
cumulative  negative  impacts  of  closures  on  these  visitors  be  considered  in  the  decision-making. 


Issue: 

Finding  funding  for  programs  can  be  a challenge.  In  the  case  of  OHV  rccreationists,  ample  funding 
is  being  generated  by  OHV  rccreationists,  however  as  demonstrated  in  the  following  paragraphs,  a 
reasonable  amount  of  this  funding  is  not  being  returned  to  OHV  recreationists. 
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State  governments  collect  excise  taxes  on  gasoline  for  road  and  highway  improvements  ranging 
from  $0,075  to  $0,389  per  gallon  (References  7, 9,  and  http://www.fIvingi.eom/s  tax.html ).  The 
federal  government  collects  excise  tax  on  gasoline  for  road  and  highway  improvements  equal  to 
$0. 1 84  per  gallon,  which  is  earmarked  for  the  Federal  Highway  Trust  Fund  (Reference  8 and  1 0).  A 
federal  excise  tax  refund  program  for  gasoline  used  for  off-road  purposes  does  not  exist  at  this  time. 
Some  states  allow  purchasers  of  gasoline  for  off-road  use  to  collect  a state  tax  refund  for  fuel  used 
in  a non-taxable  manner.  For  example,  the  State  of  Montana  defines  fuel  consumed  by  equipment 
and  vehicles  operating  off  public  roads  as  fuel  used  in  a non-taxable  manner  (Reference  2). 
Therefore,  excise  tax  on  gasoline  used  for  off-road  fuel  use  should  either  be  refunded  to  off-highway 
recreationists  or  used  to  fund  programs  that  benefit  off-highway  recreationists.  Neither  of  these 
mechanisms  are  being  implemented  in  an  equitable  manner  at  this  time.  Therefore,  a reasonable 
dre  d locally  supported  association  ujhose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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amount  of  the  gasoline  excise  tax  paid  by  off-highway  recreationists  is  not  being  returned  to  off- 
highway  rccreationists  or  used  for  their  benefit  at  this  time. 


The  magnitude  of  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  is  significant.  Fuel  used  for  off-road 
motorcycle,  atv  and  4-wheel  drive  recreation  in  Montana  is  estimated  at  1 8,537,060  gallons  per  year 
(Reference  I).  The  State  of  Montana  fuel  tax  is  $0.2775  per  gallon  (Reference  2).  Therefore,  an 
estimated  $5,144,034  in  state  fuel  tax  ($0.2775  per  gallon  times  1 8,537,060  gallons  per  year)  is  paid 
annually  by  Montana  off-road  rccreationists.  The  present  worth  of  this  annual  amount  over  the  past 
30  years  is  about  $88,940,000.  Other  slates  can  be  calculated  by  referring  to  the  state  gas  tax  amount 
per  gallon  published  at  http://www.flvingi.eom/s  tax.html . Unfortunately,  most  of  the  slate  tax  paid 
by  OHV  recreationists  on  gasoline  ends  up  being  used  for  other  programs  and  not  for  OHV 
programs. 

Additionally,  federal  gas  lax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  living  in  Montana  is  significant  and  is 
estimated  at  $3,410,819  ($0,184  per  gallon  times  18,537,060  gallons  per  year).  The  present  worth  of 
this  annual  amount  over  the  past  30  years  is  about  $58,973,000.  There  is  no  method  for  direct  return 
of  the  federal  excise  tax  to  OHV  recreationists.  Therefore,  most  of  the  federal  excise  tax  paid  by 
OHV  recreationists  on  gasoline  ends  up  being  used  for  other  programs  and  not  for  OHV  programs. 

In  summary,  OHV  recreationists  in  Montana  generate  total  state  and  federal  annual  gas  tax  revenue 
on  the  order  of  $8  million  and  a present  worth  over  the  past  30  years  of  about  $150,000,000.  Other 
slates  are  similar  or  more.  This  level  of  funding  would  be  sufficient  to  fund  expanded  and  enhanced 
OHV  programs  in  Montana  and  other  states  but  this  objective  requires  an  equitable  means  of 
returning  off-road  gas  tax  to  OHV  recreationists. 

The  amount  of  gas  tax  being  returned  to  Montana  OHV  recreationists  through  State  Trails  Program 
(STP)  and  Recreational  Trails  Programs  (RTP)  is  on  the  order  $200,000  per  year  (References  3 and 
4)  or  about  3%  of  the  actual  slate  and  federal  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists.  This  small 
percentage  of  return  is  not  equitable  and  other  slates  also  follow  this  trend.  We  request  that  revisions 
be  made  to  state  and  federal  programs  in  order  to  return  to  OHV  recreationists  the  full  amount  of 
gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  in  the  form  of  funding  specifically  earmarked  for  enhanced  and 
expanded  OHV  Programs. 

Furthermore,  at  the  national  level.  RTP  was  funded  at  a $50,000,000  level  in  fiscal  year  2002 
(Reference  5).  The  maximum  amount  made  available  to  OHV  projects  by  RTP  funds  is  no  more 
than  70%  (split  of  funds  is  authorized  at  30%  motorized  recreation,  30%  for  non-motorized,  and 
40%  for  diverse  trail  use,  Reference  6).  If  an  estimated  50%  (probably  high  given  current 
circumstances)  were  returned  to  OHV  recreationists  through  the  RTP  program,  then  the  total 
amount  returned  to  OHV  recreationists  at  the  national  level  would  be  about  $25,000,000. 


Table  7.1  in  Reference  1 reports  the  total  annual  gallons  of  gasoline  used  nationally  by  all  ofT-road 
recreationists  is  about  1 ,882,191,331  gallons.  Most  states  limit  a refund  of  excise  tax  on  gasoline  to 
off-road  use  to  agricultural  or  commercial  off-road  use  and  specifically  do  not  allow  a gas  tax  refund 
to  OHV  rccreationists.  Therefore,  about  $470,547,832  (assuming  a minimum  state  and  federal  gas 
tax  rate  of  $0.25  per  gallon  times  1,882,191,33 1 gallons  per  year)  is  paid  in  fuel  taxes  by  all  ofT-road 
rccreationists  in  the  country  each  year.  The  present  worth  of  this  annual  amount  over  the  past  30 
years  is  about  $8,135,772,000.  At  a national  level,  the  amount  returned  to  OHV  recreationists  by  the 
RTP  program  is  no  more  than  5%  of  the  actual  slate  and  federal  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists. 
'Hiis  small  percentage  of  return  is  not  equitable.  We  request  that  revisions  he  made  to  slate  and 
We  are  a locally  supported  association  ujhose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-214:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  03-45. 


03-215:  Grant  programs  funded  by  gas  taxes  and/or  vehicle 
registration  fees  are  administered  by  Idaho  Department 
of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Idaho  Transportation  Depart- 
ment and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  BLM 
field  offices  routinely  apply  for  and  compete  for  grant 
funds. 


% 


K-62 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Managewent  Plan  and  Pinal  Plnvironmental  Imptui  Statement 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  imd  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


i 

,* 

V 


03  (Cont.) 

tedcral  pmgrams  in  order  lo  return  the  full  amount  of  the  gas  tax  paid  by  ()!  IV  rccreationisls  to 
pix^grants  that  hcnctit  OHV  rccreationisls. 

0H\  recrcationists  have  significant  needs  that  have  gone  unmet  for  many  years  due  to  the  lack  of 
adequate  funding.  l*he  lack  of  adequate  funding  and  attention  lo  these  needs  has  also  contributed  lo 
st'me  concerns  associated  with  OHV  recreation.  An  adequate  level  of  funding,  as  discussed  above, 
would  address  all  needs  and  concerns  associated  with  OHV  recreation  including  environmental 
protection  and  mitigation  projects,  education  and  safety  programs,  the  enhancement  of  existing 
recreation  opportunities  and,  the  development  of  new  OHV  recreation  opportunities  necessary  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  public.  We  request  the  development  of  a funding  mechanism  that  equitably 
returns  gas  tax  revenues  directly  to  OHV  recrcationists. 


Additional  funding  is  needed  for  expanded  and  enhanced  OHV  programs  to  elTectively  address  the 
concerns  and  needs  of  OHV  recrcationists  including  programs: 
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• To  provide  greater  promotion  of  responsible  OHV  recreation, 

• To  provide  greater  promotion  of  OHV  tourism, 

• To  provide  greater  promotion  of  an  OHV  Safety  program  and  distribution  of  safety 
educational  materials, 

• To  provide  greater  promotion  and  distribution  of  educational  materials  on  land  use  and 
visitor  ethics, 

• To  provide  greater  promotion  and  distribution  of  educational  materials  on  OHV  and  hunting 
ethics, 

• To  actively  promote  and  support  the  development  of  local  OHV  organizations  in  all  areas  of 
the  state  to  further  promote  OHV  educational  and  awareness  programs, 

• To  promote  greater  registration  of  OHVs  which  will  produce  greater  support  for  the  OHV 
Program, 

• To  develop  and  distribute  a monthly  or  quarterly  newsletter  to  all  registered  OHV  owners. 

• To  develop  and  distribute  OHV  information  including  maps  and  listings  of  OHV 
recreational  opportunities, 

• To  develop  multiple-use  recreation  opportunities  on  public  lands  as  allowed  under  existing 
laws, 

• To  develop  and  operate  a collection  and  distribution  point  for  OHV  recreational  and 
educational  information,  links  to  OHV  clubs,  etc., 

• To  provide  a Trail  Ranger  program  that  supports  OHV  recreationists  similar  to  the  State  of 
Idaho's, 

• To  mitigate  all  existing  concerns  with  OHV  recreation  on  public  lands  in  cooperation  with 
federal  and  state  agencies  and  in  conformance  with  all  existing  laws  and  a Memorandum  of 
Understanding  dated  February  25,  2002  between  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest 
Service  and  the  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition,  and 

• To  develop  and  promote  all  reasonable  OHV  recreation  opportunities  on  public  lands  in 
cooperation  with  federal  and  state  agencies  and  in  conformance  with  all  existing  laws  and  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  dated  February  25,  2002  between  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Forest  Service  and  the  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition. 


Note  that  an  OHV  Trust  Fund  should  be  set  up  to  collect  and  hold  OHV  gas  tax  monies  paid  by 
OHV  recreationists  in  the  past  but  not  returned  to  them.  This  trust  fund  could  also  be  used  in  the 
d locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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event  of  delays  in  the  start-up  of  OHV  Programs  and  to  accommodate  the  scheduling  of  NEPA 
actions  for  on-the-ground  OHV  projects. 


In  summary,  we  cite  a common  principle  of  law  articulated  in  the  Montana  Codes  Annotated  “1-3- 
212.  Benefit  — burden.  He  who  lakes  the  benefit  must  bear  the  burden."  We  agree  with  that 
principle  and  the  necessary  obverse,  “He  who  bears  the  burden  must  receive  the  benefit.”  We 
request  that  all  gas  tax  revenue  generated  by  OHV  recreationists  be  returned  to  OHV  recreationists 
for  their  benefit  and  used  to  address;  through  education,  mitigation,  enhancement,  and  development 
projects;  all  of  the  concerns  and  needs  associated  with  OHV  recreation. 
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Reference  1: 

Reference  2: 
Reference  3: 
Reference  4: 
Reference  5: 
Reference  6: 
Reference  7: 
Reference  8: 
Reference  9: 
Reference  10: 


Report  ORNL/TM- 1999/1 00,  Federal  Highway  Administration 

httD://www-cta.oml.gov/cta/Publications/Ddf/ORNL  TM  1999  lOO.pdf 

http://www.mdt. state.mt.us/administration/gastaxrefiind.html 

http://www.fwp.state.mt.us/parks/trails/trailgrantapps.asp 

http://www.fwp.state.mt.us/parks/ohvgrantaward.asp 

http://www.lhwa.dot.gov/environmcnt/recfunds.htm 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/rtbroch.htm 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/KevFacts/GasTaxRates.htm 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/KevFacts/HiwavUscrFees.htm 

http://www.nipp.org/archivcs/otr  gastax.html 

http://www.bts  .go  v/transtu/ts2/ts2  .htm 
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Issue: 

Past  comments  made  in  opposition  to  the  Symms  Act  by  non-motorized  groups  have  tried  to 
esublish  that  the  OHV  portion  of  the  Symms  Act  and  RTP  are  subsidized  by  public  funds,  however, 
just  the  opposite  is  true.  Off-road  motorized  recreationisls  do  have  a funding  mechanism  available 
in  the  form  of  the  gas  tax  monies  collected  from  their  gas  purchases  and,  furthermore,  these  monies 
may  have  been  inappropriately  used  for  non-motorized  projects.  Additionally,  wilderness  trails  are 
routing  maintained  without  a source  of  funding  tied  to  the  users.  In  contrast  lo  that  situation 
motorized  trails  are  seldom  maintained  by  the  agency  even  though  motorized  recreationisls  generate 
more  than  adequate  funding  through  the  collection  of  gas  taxes.  We  request  that  corrective  actions 
(an  adequate  mitigation  plan)  be  taken  to  address  to  return  all  past  and  current  off-road  gas  tax 
monies  to  OHV  recrcationists. 
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Issue: 

The  lack  of  funding  is  often  used  as  an  excuse  to  avoid  addressing  problems  associated  with  OHV 
recreation  when  in  reality  there  is  more  than  adequate  funding.  This  is  another  example  of  the 
absence  of  a rational  connection  between  the  facts  found  and  the  choice  made.  Furthermore,  the 
diversion  of  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  to  other  programs  has  contributed  to  many  of  the 
problems  facing  motorized  recreationists.  We  request  the  evaluation  of  the  impact  and  cumulative 
negative  impacts  that  have  resulted  from  the  diversion  of  gas  tax  paid  by  OHV  recreationists  to 
other  programs  including  impacts  associated  with  reduced  OHV  safety,  education,  mitigation,  and 
development  programs.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as 
pan  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 


Issue: 

I We  have  noticed  that  most  trails  in  wilderness  areas  are  adequately  maintained  with  clearing,  water 
bar  construction  and  trail  rerouting  provided  on  an  annual  basis.  All  of  this  is  done  by  agencies 
We  are  d locally  supported  association  upose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-216:  Such  action  would  take  place 
and  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 


at  the  federal  level, 


03-217:  Please  see  responses  03-215  and  03-216. 


03-218:  Please  see  responses  03-215  and  03-216. 
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without  any  user-generated  fees.  At  the  same  lime  motorized  resources  sec  very  little  maintenance 
and  motorized  recrcationists  have  had  to  do  a lot  of  work  themselves  in  order  to  keep  motorized 
routes  open  even  though  OllV  gas  tax  has  generated  over  X billion  dollars  over  the  last  30  years. 
Moreover,  to  lop  olT  this  incredibly  inequitable  situation,  lack  of  maintenance  is  often  used  as  a 
reason  to  close  motorized  recreational  resources.  Wc  request  that  this  issue  be  addressed  and 
corrected  by  using  OHV  generated  gas  tax  monies  for  maintenance,  education,  and  construction  of 
motorized  recreational  opportunities. 

Issue: 

ITiere  are  cases  where  OHV  gas  tax  funding  has  been  used  to  improve  a non-motorized  trail.  There 
are  also  cases  where  OIIV  gas  tax  money  has  been  used  to  improve  a trail  and  then  that  trail  has 
been  closed  to  motorized  use.  I'he  use  of  OHV  gas  tax  funding  for  non-motorized  recreation  is 
improper.  We  request  that  these  cases  be  identified  and  that  they  be  corrected  by  replacing 
motorized  recreational  opportunities  that  have  been  closed  with  new  motorized  recreational 
opportunities  of  equal  recreational  value. 

Issue: 

Any  significant  closing  of  motorized  routes  in  the  project  area  does  not  meet  the  basic  requirement 
of  the  NEPA  act  of  1969  as  slated  in  “Sec.  101  (b)  (5)  achieve  a balance  between  population  and 
resource  use  which  will  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life  s amenities 
High  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life’s  amenities  should  include  recognizing  and 
meeting  the  need  for  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities  in  the  project  area.  All  visitors 
should  be  expected  to  share  the  project  area  with  others  and  to  tolerate  the  presence  of  others.  We 
have  met  very  few  hikers  on  the  multiple-use  roads  and  trails  that  we  use.  We  have  not  perceived 
any  problems  with  the  non-motorized  visitors  that  we  have  met.  We  ask  that  the  analysis  and 
decision-making  be  based  on  sharing  and  tolerance  and  to  avoid  unreasonable  accommodation  of 
visitors  to  public  lands  that  are  not  reasonably  tolerant  and  sharing. 

Issue: 

The  first  sentence  on  the  inside  cover  of  most  federal  environmental  documents  includes  a statement 
similar  to  ''The  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (VSDA)  is  a diverse  organization 
committed  to  equal  opportunity  in  employment  and  program  delivery.  ” We  are  greatly  concerned 
about  the  lack  of  equal  recreation  opportunity  and  quality  within  public  lands.  Everyone  should  have 
equal  access  and  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  natural  environment.  There  is  a need  for  motorized 
recreation  and  access  opportunities  (areas  and  trails  including  inter-forest  and  interstate  routes.  OHV 
back  country  discovery  routes,  and  OHV  byways)  equal  to  our  non-motorized/wildemess 
opportunities  (examples  include  the  Lewis  and  Clark  and  Nez  Perce  National  Historic  Trail,  Pacific 
Crest  Trail,  Continental  Divide  Trail.  Pacific  Crest  Trail  and  National  Recreation  Trails).  We 
request  actions  that  will  develop  regional  (inter-forest  and  interstate  connections)  motorized 
recreational  opportunities  such  as  the  proposed  Great  Western  Trail  and  Oregon  Back  Country 
Discovery  Route.  OHV  back  country  discovery  routes  and  OHV  byways  are  required  to  provide 
opportunities  for  motorized  recreationists  equal  to  existing  long-distance  non-motorized 
opportunities. 

Issue: 

Our  vision  for  motorized  recreation  includes  opportunities  such  as  the  proposed  Great  Western  Trail 
and  Oregon  Back  Country  Discovery  Route,  and  other  regional  opportunities  that  include 
cormeciions  between  forests  and  adjoining  slates.  A system  of  OHV  back  country  discovery  routes 
We  are  a locally  supported  association  mpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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and  OHV  byways  could  provide  loops  and  interconnecting  trails  to  points  of  interest  including 
lakes,  streams,  rivers,  ghosts  towns,  and  scenic  overlooks.  This  system  of  OHV  routes  could  also 
include  connections  to  small  towns  for  access  to  motels  and  restaurants  and  could  be  a significant 
source  of  economic  revitalization  for  the  project  area.  OHV  recreation  and  tourism  could  be  a 
significant  boost  to  many  local  economies.  This  potential  has  yet  to  be  recognized  and  tapped. 
Examples  of  OHV  tourism  can  be  found  at:  httD://www.visitid.or£/Outdoor/ATV.htmI , 
httD://www.marvsvale.org/ . http://www.trailscout.com/ , http://www.transamtrail.com/main.htm  , 
http:''/www.motorcvcleexplorer.com/  , and  http://www.visitnorthidaho.com/wallace.html . We 
request  that  the  px)silive  benefits  of  OHV  recreation  and  tourism  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
evaluation  and  implemented  for  this  action. 

Issue: 

OHV  recreation  and  tourism  has  not  been  promoted  or  supported  by  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  (MDFWP)  as  aggressively  as  recreation  and  tourism  associated  with  fish  and 
wildlife  programs.  Be  clear  that  this  is  not  a reflection  on  the  dedicated  OHV  staff  assigned  to  the 
MDFWP  OHV  program;  rather  it  is  a function  of  pjerceived  conflicts  of  interest  and  lack  of 
management  directives  that  exists  within  MDFWP.  These  conditions  significantly  restrict  what 
OHV  staff  members  and  the  MDFWP  OHV  program  can  accomplish.  For  example,  the  mission, 
vision,  and  goals  statement  for  MDFWP  do  not  mention  the  OHV  program.  MDFWP  is  focused  and 
managed  as  a fish  and  wildlife  management  agency.  We  request  that  MDFWP  actively  promote 
OHV  recreation  and  OHV  tourism.  We  also  request  that  MDFWP  increase  the  level  of  OHV 
management  to  a level  that  addresses  the  needs  of  motorized  recreationists,  enthusiastically  promote 
OHV  recreation  opportunities  and  enthusiastically  develop  OHV  tourism. 

Issue: 

Inadequate  attention  and  passive  support  of  OHV  recreation  by  agencies  in  a position  to  support  and 
manage  OHV  recreation  has  contributed  to  the  issues  impacting  OHV  recreationists.  Again, 
motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation  including  OHV  recreation  are  the  most  popular,  fastest 
growing  and  most  fundable  forms  of  recreation  and  should  be  given  a much  higher  priority.  We 
request  that  the  cumulative  negative  impact  on  OHV  recreation  resulting  from  less  than  adequate 
and  enthusiastic  support  from  managing  agencies  be  adequately  evaluated  in  the  document  and 
adequately  considered  during  the  decision-making.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate 
mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative 
impacts. 

Issue: 

Many  handicapped,  elderly,  or  physically  impaired  citizens  can  only  access  and  recreate  on  public 
lands  by  using  motorized  roads  and  trails.  The  needs  of  these  citizens  should  be  adequately 
considered.  On  November  10'^  1998,  President  Clinton  signed  Public  I^w  105-359,  requiring  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  a study  to  improve  access  for 
persons  with  disabilities  to  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  made  available  to  the  public.  This  law 
states: 

(a)  STUDY  REQUIRED.  - The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
jointly  conduct  a .Uudy  regarding  ways  to  improve  the  access  for  persons  with  disabilities  to 
outdoor  recreational  opportunities  (.such  as  fishing,  hunting,  trapping,  wildlife  viewing,  hiking, 
boating  and  camping)  made  available  to  the  public  on  the  Federal  lands  described  in  sub.seclion 
(h). 

U/P  sre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-219:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-220;  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-221:  Please  see  response  03-2. 


03-222:  Due  to  the  small,  scattered  land  base  managed  by 
the  BLM  in  the  planning  area,  the  agency  does  not  have 
the  capability  to  initiate  the  establishment  of  extensive 
long  distance  OHV  trails.  Refer  to  Map  1.  Action  RC- 
Dl.5.6  does  propose  planning  to  design  an  intercon- 
nected road  and  trail  network  in  the  Rochat  Divide/Pine 
Creek  Special  Recreation  Management  Area. 


03-223:  Comment  pertains  to 
which  is  outside  of  the  plannihg 


conditions  in  Montana, 
area. 


03-224:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  03-45. 


03-225:  In  meeting  the  agency  goal  of  improving  access  to 
appropriate  recreation  opportunities,  the  BLM  complies 
with  provisions  of  the  Architectural  Barriers  .-Kct  (AB.\) 
of  1968  and  Title  5 - Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973.  W hile 
the  Americans  W'ith  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  does  not 
apply  to  federal  agencies,  BLM  voluntarily  complies  with 
its  provisions  in  instances  where  it  is  more  stringent  th.an 
the  ABA.  The  ADA-ABA  Guidelines  are  adopted  stan- 
dards hir  the  design  and  construction  of  built  features  in 
the  outdoor  environment. 
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( (Jl  EREO  hEDER.AL  - The  Federal  lands  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  are  the 

Jdllowing 

( / ) Sational  Forest  System  lands 
I 'nits  of  the  Sational  Park  System. 

(3)  .Areas  in  the  Sational  Wildlife  Refuge  System. 

(4)  Lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

The  Study  prepared  to  address  P.L.  105-359  (Improving  Access  to  Outdoor  Recreational  Activities 
on  Federal  I^d,  prepared  by  Wilderness  Inquiry,  June  27.  2000)  found  and  recommended  the 
following  areas  of  action: 

1)  Agencies  must  re^dedicate  their  efforts  to  achieve  the  goal  of  equal  opportunities  for  access  to 
outdoor  recreation  by  persons  with  disabilities. 

2)  .Agencies  should  conduct  baseline  assessments  of  existing  facility  and  programmatic 
accessibility,  and  develop  and  implement  transition  plans  for  facilities  and  programs  that  are  not 
now  accessible  to  bring  them  into  compliance. 

3)  Increase  accessibility  related  OM’areness  and  educational  opportunities  for  agency  personnel, 
service  providers,  and  partners. 

4)  Increase  funding  to  federal  land  management  agencies  for  accessibility 

5)  Increase  accountability  and  oversight  in  implementing  accessibility  initiatives. 

6)  Improve  communications  about  opportunities  for  outdoor  recreation  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

7)  Clarify  the  balance  betM  een  resource  protection  and  accessibility. 

We  request  that  the  proposed  action  adequately  address  and  comply  w'ith  the  recommendations  of 
the  Study  conducted  to  address  P.L.  105-359  including  items  1 and  7. 

Issue: 

Issue: 

Equal  treatment  and  access  to  public  lands  must  be  provided  for  all  people  including  motorized 
visitors.  One  example  of  unequal  treatment  is  demonstrated  by  the  agency  sponsored  hikes.  We 
have  never  seen  an  agency  sponsored  OHV  outing.  Another  example  is  the  number  of  agency 
publications  and  information  on  agency  web  sites  promoting  non-motorized  recreation  versus  the 
publications  and  web  site  information  pages  provided  for  motorized  recreationists.  Non-motorized 
recreation  opportunities  are  easy  to  find  using  agency  web  sites  and  printed  information.  Most  often 
little  or  no  information  is  provided  about  motorized  recreation  opportunities.  The  one  good  example 
of  a motorized  web  site  can  be  found  at  http://wwNv.fs.fed.us/r6/centraloregon/recreation/cohvops. 
There  is  a need  for  every  forest  and  district  to  have  a similar  motorized  recreation  web  site.  Another 
example  of  bias  is  the  fact  that  signs  say  “Non-motorized  Uses  Welcome”  and  we  have  never  seen  a 
sign  that  says  “Motorized  Uses  Welcome”. 

Issue: 

Motorized  visitors  are  extremely  concerned  over  the  significant  cumulative  loss  of  many  historic 
travelways.  Motorized  visitors  are  unwilling  to  compromise  any  further  because  of  the  cumulative 
loss  of  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities  that  has  resulted  in  the  lack  of  equivalent 
recreation  and  access  opportunities  within  public  lands.  Motorized  visitors  have  the  need  for  trail 
systems  and  areas  equal  to  those  available  to  non-motorized  visitors  (areas  and  trails  including  inter- 
forest, interstate  routes,  Continental  Divide  Trail,  Pacific  Crest  Trail  and  National  Recreation 
lA/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  87  of  109 

03  (Cont.) 

Trails).  There  are  no  new  opportunities  within  public  lands  to  make-up  for  the  closure  of  roads  and 
motorized  trails.  Therefore,  a substantial  need  for  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities 
will  not  be  met  if  a substantial  number  of  roads  and  trails  are  closed.  We  request  that  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  significant  loss  of  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities  be  adequately 
addressed  in  the  environmental  document  and  decision-making,  i.e.  Where  will  displaced  motorized 
visitors  go?  And,  due  to  the  lack  of  any  reasonable  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities, 
what  will  they  do?  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of 
this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 

Issue: 

We  request  that  the  loss  of  motorized  recreation  and  access  opportunities  due  to  millions  of  acreas 
of  area  closure  (motorized  travel  restricted  to  designated  routes)  be  adequately  addressed  in  the 
document  and  decision-making.  The  area  closure  action  without  closing  of  any  existing  roads  and 
trails  is  a significant  loss  of  recreation  and  access  opportunities  to  motorized  visitors.  The  lack  of 
adequate  consideration  of  the  negative  impact  of  area  closure  on  access  and  motorized  recreation 
has  produced  a cumulative  negative  impact  that  is  significant.  We  request  adequate  consideration  of 
area  closure  impacts  on  motorized  visitors  in  the  project  area  and  the  cumulative  negative  impact  of 
all  area  closures.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of 
this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative  negative  impacts. 

Issue: 

Past  actions  have  closed  many  roads  and  trails  to  motorized  recreation  and  access  without 
addressing  the  merits  of  each  one.  We  are  concerned  with  the  lack  of  site  specific  analysis  for  past 
road  and  trail  closures.  Justification  has  included  reasons  such  as  non-system  roads  or  trails,  ghost 
roads,  user  created  roads  etc.  that  are  not  site  specific  and  do  not  provide  adequate  justification.  The 
fact  is  that  many  roads  and  trails  in  use  today  have  been  created  by  visitors  going  back  to  the  early 
days  of  history  when  all  public  lands  were  “open”  to  motorized  access.  Agencies  cannot  select 
vs^ich  roads  are  useful  to  keep  and  which  are  not  without  a site-specific  analysis.  The  cumulative 
negative  effect  of  not  analyzing  each  road  and  trail  segment  is  tremendous.  We  request  that  the 
decision-making  be  based  on  the  individual  and  site-specific  merits  of  each  travelway.  Additionally, 
we  request  that  an  adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past 
cumulative  negative  impacts. 

Issue: 

Non-system  roads  and  trails  are  a significant  OHV  recreation  resource.  However,  non-system  roads 
and  trails  are,  most  often,  not  inventoried  and  considered  in  the  travel  management  process.  Failing 
to  identify  and  consider  non-system  roads  and  trails  in  the  travel  management  process  will  under- 
estimate the  existing  use  and  needs  of  motorized  recreationists.  Therefore,  the  impact  that  the 
resulting  closure  of  non-system  roads  and  trails  by  non-consideration  will  have  on  motorized 
recreationists  will  also  be  under-estimated.  NEPA  requires  adequate  disclosure  of  all  impacts  and 
this  is  not  happening  with  respect  to  all  existing  non-system  roads  and  trails  that  are  in  use  by  the 
public.  We  request  that  adequate  consideration  be  given  to  a comprehensive  inventory  and  analysis 
of  all  non-system  roads  and  trails  and  the  current  recreational  opportunity  that  they  provide  to 
motorized  recreatiemists. 

Issue: 

AH  public  lar>ds  were  largely  open  to  motorized  access  prior  to  the  1 960’s.  Many  existing  roads  and 
trails  Nvere  created  by  legal  logging,  mining  and  public  access  during  this  period.  Nearly  all  of  the 
U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 


03-226:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


0?>-221:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-228:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-229:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-230:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5,  03-17  and  03- 
45. 


03-231:  The  3-state  OHV  plan  does  not  apply  to  Idaho. 
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roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  have  been  in  existence  for  many  years  with  many  dating  back  to 
the  turn  of  the  century.  The  term  "unclassified  road  or  ghost  road"  may  give  the  impression  that 
these  roads  evolved  illegally.  We  request  a clarification  in  the  document  that  travclways  with  these 
origins  are  legal  travelways  as  recognized  by  the  3-Statcs  OHV  ROD.  We  are  very  concerned  that 
the  agencies  arc  not  honoring  this  agreement  and  decision.  Additionally,  we  request  that  these  roads 
and  trails  continue  to  provide  recreation  opportunities  for  motorized  visitors  and  that  mitigation 
measures  be  used,  as  required,  to  stabilize  or  address  any  environmental  concerns. 


232 


Issue: 

We  arc  concerned  about  the  loss  of  access  and  impact  on  the  handicapped,  elderly,  and  physically 
impaired  produced  by  each  motorized  closure  to  historic  sites  and  traditional  use  areas.  The 
propc^ed  closures  deny  these  citizens  access  to  public  lands  that  are  especially  important  to  them. 
We  request  that  all  the  roads,  trails,  and  features  of  interest  be  analyzed  for  the  access  and  recreation 
opportunity  that  they  provide  for  handicapped,  elderly,  and  physically  impaired  visitors. 


Issue: 

The  concept  of  area  closure  is  not  consistent  with  Forest  Service  regulations  as  established  by 
appeals  to  the  Stanislaus  National  Forest  Travel  Management  Plan 

(http:/^wwv..fs.fcd.us/r5/ecoDlan/aDDcals/1998/fv98  stanislaus.htm  ).  We  request  that  the  findings 
of  that  appeal  including  the  following  excerpts  be  included  in  this  evaluation: 


1 ) Pursuant  to  regulations  and  policy,  the  Forest  Service  shall  "Designate  all  National  Forest 
System  lands  for  off-road  vehicle  use  in  one  of  three  categories:  open,  restricted,  or  closed" 
(FSM  2355. 03-3).  Restricted  is  defined  as  "Areas  and  trails  on  which  motorized  vehicle  use 
is  restricted  by  times  or  season  of  use.  types  of  vehicles,  vehicle  equipment,  designated  areas 
or  trails,  or  types  of  activity  specified  in  orders  issued  under  the  authority  of  36  CFR  261 " 
(FSM  2355.13-2). 

2)  The  Forest  Supervisor  decided  to  manage  motorized  use  as  closed  unless  designated  (signed 
or  mapped)  as  open  (DN.  p.  3).  This  affects  over  2,500  miles  of  Level  2 roads  and  trails  on 
the  Stanislaus.  His  decision  is  inconsistent  with  Federal  regulations,  which  require  signage 
for  clo.sed  routes,  not  open  ones. 

3)  1 found  the  Forest  Supervisor's  decision  on  signing  inconsistent  with  Federal  regulations, 
which  require  signage  for  closed  routes,  not  open  ones.  The  Forest  Supervisor  is  directed  to 
managed  motor  vehicle  travel  as  restricted  to  designated  routes  unless  signed  or  physically 
closed.  Vehicle  restrictions  must  be  processed  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  261.50  and 
posted  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  261.51.  36  CFR  295.4  addresses  additional  requirements 
for  public  information  regarding  Use  of  Motor  Vehicles  Off  Forest  Development  Roads 
Restrictions  on  motor  vehicle  travel  will  be  addressed  through  site  specific  NEPA  analysis 
with  consideration  of  any  civil  rights  impacts. 

4)  Where  RS  2477  rights  are  asserted,  these  routes  may  he  considered for  motor  vehicle  use. 

5)  Route  maps  were  not  included  in  the  planning  documents  and  the  quad  maps  of  the 
Opportunity  Classes  were  difficult  to  read  due  to  their  .scale. 


234 


Issue: 

The  signing  of  “closed  unless  posted  open"  is  not  consistent  with  the  3-States  OHV  ROD  and  is 
confusing  to  the  public.  The  3-States  OHV  decision  logically  defines  what  constitutes  an  open  road 
or  trail  and  the  appropriate  vehicle  for  that  route.  This  is  a more  reasonable  approach  than  “closed 


U7e  are  a locally  supported  association  ujhose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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234  I unless  posted  open”. 

issue: 

Closed  unless  posted  open  is  an  impractical  concept  because  signs  do  not  last 
very  long  for  many  reasons  including  vandalism,  animals  and  weather 
knocking  them  down,  rotting  of  posts,  etc.  It  is  not  fair  to  the  public  and  will 
be  very  confusing  to  have  somebody  pull  down  a sign  and  then  it  is 
'I'lC  technically  illegal  for  the  public  to  travel  on  that  route.  Signs  will  become 
damaged  and/or  destroyed  and  then  the  public  does  not  know  whether  they 
are  legally  open  or  closed.  Additionally,  “closed  unless  posted  open”  will  have  a huge  annual 
maintenance  cost  that  will  be  difficult  to  fund.  Also,  posting  signs  as  required  to  adequately  define 
open  routes  under  “closed  unless  posted  open”  will  be  extremely  unsightly  which  should  not  be 
considered  reasonable  or  acceptable. 

Issue: 

A science-based  approach  to  the  analysis  of  forest  roads  is  presented  in  the  Forest  Service 
publication  FS-643  Roads  Analysis  which  was  published  in  August  1999.  This  document  includes  a 
comprehensive  overview  of  considerations  and  issues,  suggested  informational  needs  and  sources, 
and  analytical  tools  that  should  be  evaluated  during  the  analysis  of  forest  roads.  Many  of  the 
considerations  and  issues  presented  in  FS-643,  if  evaluated  adequately  and  fairly,  would  support 
keeping  primitive  roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  open  for  motorized  recreation,  handicapped, 
elderly,  and  physically  impaired.  We  request  that  FS-643  be  used  in  this  evaluation  to  determine  the 
specific  values  of  each  motorized  road  and  trail. 

Some  of  the  considerations  and  issues  are: 


Economic  (EC) 

EC  (1)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  the  agency 's  direct  co.sts  and  revenue.s? 

EC  (2)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  priced  and  non-priced  con.sequences  included  in 
economic  efficiency  analysis  used  to  assess  net  benefits  to  society? 

EC  (3)  How  does  the  road. system  affect  the  distribution  of  benefits  and  co.sts  among  affected 
people? 

Timber  Management  (TM) 

TM  (2)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  managing  the  .suitable  timber  ha.se  and  other  lands? 
Minerals  Management  (MM) 

MM  (1)  How  does  the  road  .sy.stem  affect  access  heatable,  leasable  and  saleable  minerals? 
Special  Use  Permits  (SU) 

SU  (1)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  managing  special  user  permit  sites? 

Protection  (PT) 

PT  (1)  How  does  the  road  .system  affect  fuels  management? 

PT  (2)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  the  capacity  of  the  FS  and  cooperators  to  suppress 
wildfires? 

PT  (3)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  risk  to  firefighters  and  public  safety? 

Road  Related  Recreation  (RR) 

RR  (1)  Is  there  now  or  will  there  he  in  the  future  excess  supply  or  excess  demand  for  roaded 
recreation  opportunities? 

RR  (2)  Is  developing  new  roads  into  unroaded  areas,  decommissioning  existing  roads,  or 
changing  maintenance  of  existing  roads,  causing  significant  changes  in  the  quantity,  quality. 
Ufe  are  a locally  supported  association  tvhose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-232:  Please  see  response  03-225. 


03-233:  Comment  pertains  to  USFS,  not  BLM. 


03-234:  The  3-state  OHV  plan  does  not  apply  to  Idaho. 


03-235:  The  Record  of  Decision  and  Approved  RJMP  will 
contain  maps  idendf}ing  open  routes  and  restrictions. 
Posting  of  signs  is  an  implementation  action  that  is  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  RJMP. 


03-236:  Although  this  publication  applies  to  the  USFS,  not 
BLM;  all  of  the  Listed  items  were  generally  considered  in 
the  analysis  of  the  alternatives  for  the  RMP. 


K-66 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


03  (Cent.) 

or  type  o/nuideii  recreation  opportunities? 

RR  (J)  H hti  participates  in  roaded  recreation  in  the  areas  affected  by  road  constructing, 
maintaining,  or  decommissioning? 

RR  (4)  H'hat  are  these  participants  ‘ attachments  to  the  area,  how  strong  are  their  feelings, 
and  are  there  alternative  opportunities  and  locations  available? 

StKial  Issues  (SI) 

SI  (1)  i\7iat  are  peoples'  perceived  needs  and  values  for  roads?  How  does  road 
management  affect  people 's  dependence  on.  need  for.  and  desire  for  access? 

SI  (2)  Hhat  are  people 's  perceived  needs  and  values  for  access?  How  does  road 
management  affect  people  s dependence  on.  need for.  and  desire  for  access? 

SI  (3)  How  does  the  road  system  affect  access  to  historical  sites? 

SI  (4)  How  are  roads  that  are  historic  sites  affected  by  road  management? 

SI  (3)  How  is  community  siKial  and  economic  health  affected  by  road  management? 

Civil  Rights  and  Environmental  Justice  (CR) 

CR  (I)  How  does  the  road  system,  or  its  management,  affect  certain  groups  of  people 
(minority,  ethnic,  cultural,  racial  disabled,  and  low-income  groups)? 

We  request  full  use  of  the  FS-643  Roads  Analysis  Manual  in  order  to  adequately  account  for  the 
social,  economic,  cultural,  and  traditional  values  that  motorized  roads  and  trails  provide  to  the 
public.  FS‘643  should  be  used  on  every  road  and  trail  segment  in  order  to  adequately  identify  and 
evaluate  the  needs  of  motorized  visitors  and  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  additional  cumulative 
negative  impacts  to  motorized  visitors. 


237 


Issue: 

The  environmental  document  should  be  an  issue  driven  document  as  required  under  NEPA  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  guidelines.  The  driving  issue  is  the  development  of  a reasonable 
travel  management  alternative  that  addresses  the  needs  of  the  public.  NEPA  requires  that  agencies 
"Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  for  alternatives  which 
were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss  the  reasons  for  their  having  been  eliminated” 
(40  CFR  1502.14(a)].  We  request  that  the  environmental  document  adequately  addresses  the  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  justice  issues  associated  with  multiple-use  access  and  motorized 
recreation.  We  request  that  the  environmental  document  include  a travel  management  alternative  for 
the  project  area  that  adequately  responds  to  these  issues  and  the  needs  for  multiple-use  access  and 
recreation. 


238 


Issue: 

The  underlying  strategy  of  past  travel  management  actions  has  been  to  eliminate  as  many  motorized 
recreational  opportimities  as  possible  and  to  avoid  the  creation  of  any  new  motorized  opportunities. 
We  request  that  the  underlying  principle  of  all  new  travel  management  actions  be  to  maintain  the 
existing  level  of  opportunities  for  motorized  visitors.  We  also  request  that  the  document  and 
decision-making;  (1)  evaluate  the  cumulative  negative  effect  of  past  strategies  to  eliminate 
motorized  recreation  opportunities  including  the  conversion  of  multiple-use  lands  to  all  designations 
of  non-motorized  areas  including  pre-Columbian  scheme,  monuments,  wilderness,  wilderness  study 
areas,  roadless  areas;  and  (2)  enact  actions  that  will  offset  the  cumulative  negative  effect  of  past 
strategies  to  eliminate  motorized  recreational  opportunities. 


Issue: 


239 


l/Je  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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A new  strategy  for  travel  management  actions  should  be  to  enhance  the  level  of  opportunities  for 
motorized  visitors  in  order  to  be  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  public.  Enhancement  could  include 
roads  and  trails  systems  with  loops,  exploration  destinations  such  as  lakes,  mines,  scenic  overlooks, 
and  inter-connections  to  other  public  lands  and  regional  trails.  We  request  that  the  preferred 
alternative  include  the  enhancement  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities. 


Issue: 

We  request  evaluation  of  the  loss  of  opportunities  for  off-highway  vehicles  due  to  the  lack  of  a 
continuous  system  of  roads  and  trails  on  which  off-highway  vehicles  can  be  legally  ridden  and  the 
formulation  of  a preferred  alternative  to  address  that  issue.  In  areas  where  OHVs  must  use  a 
roadway,  we  request  that  a reasonable  travel  management  alternative  be  developed  that  includes  the 
designation  of  a reasonable  network  of  dual-use  roads  to  allow  inter-connection  access  to  OHV 
recreational  resources. 


Issue: 

The  preferred  travel  management  alternative  should  maintain  existing  travelways  that  provide 
motorized  access  to  recreational  loops  and  destinations.  We  also  request  that  the  preferred 
alternative  avoid  cutting  off  access  to  motorized  looped  trail  systems,  exploration  opportunities, 
destinations,  and  motorized  access  areas  located  outside  the  project  area.  The  cumulative  negative 
effect  and  lack  of  motorized  access  to  loop  trail  systems  and  destinations  outside  of  the  project  area 
should  be  adequately  addressed  in  the  analysis  and  decision-making. 


Issue: 

A reasonable  travel  management  alternative  is  needed  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  the 
significant  impacts  that  motorized  recreationists  have  experienced  from  the  cumulative  effect  of  all 
closures.  A reasonable  alternative  would  incorporate  all  existing  motorized  roads  and  trails  and 
restrict  motorized  travel  to  those  travel  ways.  Under  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  all  reasonable 
alternatives  should  be  addressed  in  the  environmental  document  and  decision-making.  In  order  to 
avoid  contributing  to  further  cumulative  negative  impacts,  we  request  that  an  alternative  based  on 
incorporating  all  existing  motorized  roads  and  trails  and  restricting  motorized  travel  to  those 
travelways  be  included  in  the  analysis  and  selected  by  the  decision-makers. 


243 


Issue: 

The  environmental  document  should  consider  the  following  visitor  profiles  in  addition  to  OHV 
enthusiasts  as  motorized  visitors  who  use  roads  and  trails  within  public  lands.  People  out  for 
weekend  drives,  sightseers,  picnickers,  campers,  hunters,  hiking,  rock  climbing,  target  shooters, 
fisherman,  snowmobile  enthusiasts,  woodcutters,  wildlife  viewing,  berry  and  mushroom  pickers, 
equestrians,  mountain  bikers,  and  physically  challenged  visitors  who  must  use  wheeled  vehicles  to 
visit  public  lands.  All  of  these  multiple-use  visitors  use  roads  and  motorized  trails  for  their 
recreational  purposes  and  the  decision  must  lake  into  account  motorized  designations  serve  many 
recreation  activities,  not  just  recreational  bail  riding.  We  request  that  the  significant  impact  from  all 
cumulative  sutewide-motorized  closures  on  all  of  these  visitors  be  included  in  the  environmental 
document.  A statewide  analysis  is  required  because  cumulative  negative  effects  are  forcing  all 
nuUohred  visitors  to  travel  farther  and  farther  to  fewer  and  fewer  places  to  find  motorized  access 
and  retrealion  opportunities. 


Issue: 


Responses 


03-237:  Each  alternative  includes  a travel  management 
section.  However,  an  alternative  dedicated  solely  to  travel 
management  would  minimize  the  importance  of  other 
factors  for  which  BLM  must  plan. 


03-238:  Existing  levels  of  travel  opportunities  are  based  on 
a very  old  plan  that  must  be  updated  to  reflect  changing 
conditions.  There  have  been  no  past  strategies  to  elimi- 
nate motorized  recreational  opportunities,  except  in  cases 
where  protection  of  sensitive  resources  required  doing  so. 
Also  see  response  03-124. 


03-239:  Please  see  response  03-45. 

03-240:  Each  alternative  includes  a travel  management 
section.  However,  an  alternative  dedicated  solely  to  travel 
management  would  minimize  the  importance  of  other 
factors  for  which  BLM  must  plan.  Also  see  response  03- 
144. 

03-241:  Please  see  responses  03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 


03-242:  Each  alternative  includes  a travel  management 
section.  However,  an  alternative  dedicated  solely  to  travel 
management  would  minimize  the  importance  of  other 
factors  for  which  BLM  must  plan.  Also  see  responses 
03-124,  03-5  and  03-45. 

03-243:  Such  analysis  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreatkmists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


244 
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251 


03  tCont.l 

Visual  and  other  impacts  associated  with  motorized  trails  have  been  cited  as  significant  negative 
impacts.  Many  non-motorized  trails  have  environmental  impacts  similar  to  motorized  trails, 
f-xisting  wilderness  and  non-motorized  areas  include  many  trails  that  are  visually  and  functionally 
similar  to  primitive  motorized  roads  and  motorized  trails.  For  example,  the  Mount  Helena  trails,  and 
the  main  trails  into  the  Bob  Marshall  and  Scapegoat  Wilderness  at  Benchmark,  Holland  Lake,  and 
Indian  Meadows  and  the  main  trails  into  the  Anaconda  Pintler  Wilderness  are  similar  visually  and 
functionally  to  many  primitive  motorized  roads  and  motorized  trails.  Additionally,  trails  resulting 
from  activities  including  wild  animals  and  Native  Americans  have  always  been  a part  of  the  natural 
environment.  We  request  that  the  existence  of  trails  be  considered  part  of  the  natural  landscapes, 
and  that  the  visual  appearance  of  motorized  trails  and  non-motorized  trails  be  recognized  as  equal  in 
most  cases  and  that  the  environmental  impacts  of  motorized  and  non-motorized  trails  be  addressed 
fairly  and  equally. 

Issue: 

If  the  issue  of  cross-country  motorized  travel  is  significant  enough  to  justify  closures,  then  the  issue 
and  restrictions  should  also  be  applied  to  cross-country  hiking  and  mountain  climbing.  Motorized 
recreationists  relinquished  cross-country  travel  opportunities  as  part  of  the  Three-Slate  OHV  and 
National  BLM  Record  of  Decision.  Because  of  this  wholesale  action,  motorized  recreationists  gave 
up  recreational  opportimities  such  as  retrieval  of  big  game  and  trials  bike  riding  in  areas  where 
cross-country  travel  was  acceptable.  Cross-country  hiking  and  mountain  climbing  also  create  trails 
that  provide  visible  evidence  of  human  activity.  Non-motorized  trails  and  motorized  trails  are  often 
equal  in  visual  and  resource  impact. 

Issue: 

Page  57  of  Big  Snowy  Mountains  Access  and  Travel  Management  Decision  Notice.  Specifically,  the 
following  table  on  motorized  and  non-motorized  roads/trails  on  the  Lewis  and  Clark  National 
Forest  indicates  a mix  of  opportunities. 

With  the  elimination  of  cross-country  travel  and  millions  of  acres  of  area  closures,  motorized 
recreational  opportunity  can  only  be  expressed  as  miles  of  roads  and  trails  open  to  OHV  visitors. 
Land  area  in  acres  cannot  be  used  as  a measure  of  motorized  recreational  opportunity.  However, 
non-motorized  recreational  opportunities  can  be  measured  in  acres  of  cross-country  travel  area 
available  and  miles  of  trails  available.  It  is  not  equitable  weigh  motorized  use  on  the  same  scale  as 
non-motorized  use.  Non-motorized  users  are  not  held  to  the  same  standard  as  motorized  use  in  that 
they  are  not  confined  to  only  trail  access.  Therefore,  motorized  recreational  opportunities  are 
limited  to  a set  number  of  designated  motorized  routes  while  non-motorized  recreational 
opportunities  can  include  cross-country  travel  opportunities  and  are,  therefore,  unlimited.  This 
distinction  has  not  been  adequately  recognized  and  we  request  that  this  distinction  and  advantage  be 
recognized  in  the  analysis,  formulation  of  motorized  alternatives  and  decision-making. 

Issue: 

The  use  of  the  existing  network  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  is  part  of  local  culture,  pioneer  spirit, 
heritage  and  traditions.  All  of  these  values  have  ties  to  the  land.  Visitors  to  public  lands  benefit  from 
all  of  the  motorized  roads  and  trails  that  exist  today.  The  quality  of  life  for  the  multiple-use  public  is 
being  impacted  by  the  cumulative  negative  effects  of  all  motorized  and  access  closures.  The 
significant  closing  of  motorized  routes  in  the  project  area  does  not  meet  the  basic  requirement  of  the 
NEPA  act  of  1969  as  stated  in  “Sec.  101  (b)  (5)  achieve  a balance  between  population  and 
resource  use  which  will  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life 's  amenities  We 
U/e  dre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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request  that  the  criteria  for  high  standards  of  living  and  a wide  sharing  of  life’s  amenities  include  the 
preservation  of  motorized  roads  and  trails  based  on  the  recognition  of  the  values  (ties  to  the  land) 
that  they  provide  to  local  culture,  pioneer  spirit,  heritage,  traditions,  and  recreation. 

Issue: 

The  proposed  action  promotes  management  of  our  public  lands  as  if  they  are  public  lands  close  to 
the  large  urban  areas  in  California.  If  and  when  our  population  is  equal  to  California,  then  an 
alternative  could  reasonably  consider  requirements  necessary  to  manage  urban  impacts.  Until  then, 
local  standards  and  culture  should  be  the  over-arching  criterion. 

Issue: 

The  prevailing  trend  of  the  past  35  ± years  has  been  to  close  motorized  recreation  and  access 
opportunities  and  not  create  any  new  ones.  Additionally,  roads  or  trails  closed  to  motorized  access 
are  seldom,  if  ever,  re-opened.  The  underlying  objective  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and 
Forest  Service  has  been  to  restrict  the  public  to  a few  major  roads  within  public  lands.  We  request 
that  the  cumulative  negative  effects  of  these  policies  be  thoroughly  evaluated  so  that  a reasonable 
travel  management  decision  is  made.  The  evaluation  of  cumulative  negative  impacts  should  include 
all  associated  impacts  such  as  social,  economic,  cultural,  and  the  recreation  needs  of  motorized 
visitors.  It  should  also  address  the  dilemma  facing  motorized  recreationists  after  so  many  closures, 
i.e..  Where  can  motorized  visitors  go  when  a functional  network  of  roads  and  trails  is  eliminated? 
How  can  the  public  enjoy  public  lands  when  there  is  a lack  of  adequate  access  and  recreational 
opportunities?  Where  can  our  children  and  grandchildren  recreate? 

Issue: 

We  are  concerned  about  the  preservation  of  historic  mines,  cabins,  settlements,  railroads,  access 
routes  and  other  features  used  by  pioneers,  homesteaders,  loggers,  settlers,  and  miners.  These  are 
important  cultural  resources  and  should  not  be  removed  from  the  landscape.  Western  culture  and 
heritage  has  been  characterized  by  opportunities  to  work  with  the  land  and  preservation  of  all 
remnants  of  this  culture  and  heritage  is  important.  Current  management  practices  are  not  adequately 
protecting  western  culture  and  heritage  including  the  opportunity  to  work  with  the  land.  We  request 
that  the  ties  to  the  land  that  are  part  of  our  local  western  culture  and  heritage  be  protected  and  that 
the  preferred  travel  management  alternative  include  opportunities  to  visit  these  features  as  part  of 
motorized  interpretative  spur  destinations  and  loops. 

Issue: 

We  live  in  this  area  and  accept  the  economic  compromises  of  living  here  so  that  we  can  access  and 
recreate  on  our  public  lands.  We  are  fortunate  to  have  an  abundance  of  public  lands  and  there  is  no 
valid  reason  why  we  should  not  have  reasonable  opportunity  to  enjoy  them.  Our  local  culture  is  built 
on  the  foundation  of  access  to  visit  and  use  these  lands.  Now  travel  planning  and  other  initiatives 
arc  severely  restricting  that  access  and  recreational  opportunities.  We  have  only  one  lifetime  to 
enjoy  these  opportunities  and  these  opportunities  are  being  systematically  eliminated.  The  impacts 
of  lost  opportunities  on  motorized  recreationists  are  significant  and  irretrievable  and  irreversible. 

We  won’t  be  living  this  life  again.  NEPA  requires  adequate  evaluation  and  consideration  of 
irretrievable  and  irreversible  impacts.  We  request  that  the  evaluation  and  decision-making 
adequately  identify  and  address  these  impacts.  NEPA  also  requires  adequate  mitigation  of 
irretrievable  and  irreversible  impacts.  We  request  that  the  decision-making  provide  for  adequate 
mitigation  to  avoid  the  irretrievable  and  irreversible  impacts  of  lost  opportunities  on  motorized 
recreationists. 

ere  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-244:  The  visual  impacts  of  motorized  and  non- 
motorized  trails  are  assessed  utilizing  a similarly  methfxl- 
ology  in  accordance  with  BLM  Visual  Resource  Contrast 
Radng  Handbook,  H-8431-1. 


03-245:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Use  restrictions  or 
trail  closures  may  occur  if  resources  are  being  significandy 
degraded  due  to  any  type  of  recreadonal  use  in  accor- 
dance with  43  CFR  8364.1. 


03-246:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-247:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-248:  BLM  has  solicited  public  comments  during  both 
the  scoping  and  public  comment  periods,  which  it  as- 
sumes reflect  local  values  and  needs.  The  RMP  reflects 
input  gathered  during  these  processes.  The  regional 
populadon,  which  includes  the  Spokane  and  Coeur 
d’Alene  metropolitan  areas,  was  considered  during  devel- 
opment and  analysis  of  the  alternadves. 

i 

03-249:  Please  see  response  03-124. 


03-250:  All  of  the  alternadves  support  the  preservadon  and 
interpretadon  of  cultural  resources.  During  implementa- 
don,  aU  sites  will  be  evaluated  before  any  acdon  would  be 
inidated  that  may  impact  such  resources.  Please  refer  the 
cultural  resource  objeedves  and  acdons  in  Chapter  2. 

03-251:  Please  see  response  03-124. 
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Issue; 

Judge  Molloy  May  21.  2001  Order  botlom  of  page  13.  In  1996,  District  Ranger  Larry  Timchak  of 
the  Judith  Ranger  District  noted  " White  motorized  users  typically  have  a high  tolerance  for  non- 
motorized  recreationisis,  the  reverse  is  typically  not  the  case.  " 

e are  concerned  abi>ut  the  protection  of  our  western  culture.  This  culture  is  characterized  by 
access  to  the  land  for  multiple-uses,  friendliness,  good  neighborliness,  tolerance  and  sharing. 
Motorized  access  to  the  land  provides  opportunities  for  sightseeing,  exploring,  weekend  drives  and 
picnics,  hiking,  rock  climbing,  skiing,  mountain  biking,  riding  horses,  camping,  hunting,  target 
shooting,  fishing,  viewing  wildlife,  OHV  recreation,  snowmobiling,  accessing  patented  mining 
claims,  gathering  of  firewood,  rocks,  natural  foods,  etc.  and  physically  challenged  visitors  who  must 
use  wheeled  vehicles  to  visit  public  lands.  Both  our  observations  and  the  Social  Assessment  for 
Bca\erhead-Deerlodge  National  Forest  found  that  these  multiple-use  visitors  represent  over  96%  of 
the  total  visitors  and  that  these  visitors  rely  on  motorized  access.  We  are  fortunate  to  have  extensive 
public  lands  to  support  the  western  culture.  While  mechanized  and  multiple-use  recreationists  are 
tolerant  of  others  as  noted  by  the  District  Ranger,  this  does  not  mean  that  non-motorized  interests 
should  be  allowed  to  dominate  resource  allocation  decisions.  We  request  that  multiple-use 
management  principles  be  used  to  protect  western  culture  and  values  including  access  to  the  land  for 
multiple-uses,  friendliness,  good  neighborliness,  tolerance  and  sharing. 

Issue: 

Our  public  lands  are  a tremendous  national  resource  both  in  total  area  and  features.  Public  lands 
should  be  available  for  conflict-free  use  and  enjoyment  by  everyone.  Unfortunately  public  lands 
have  been  turned  into  a conflict  zone  by  non-motorized  fanatics.  What  is  right  about  this  situation? 

It  is  a great  disservice  to  the  public.  We  request  a management  initiative  be  introduced  that  will 
return  public  lands  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  everyone  for  once  and  for  ever. 

Issue: 

The  environmental  document  should  evaluate  how  the  number  of  policy  proposals  over  the  past 
several  years  has  overwhelmed  the  public.  There  is  no  way  that  the  public  could  evaluate  and 
comment  on  each  proposed  action  (see  partial  listing  of  actions  in  Table  2).  The  cumulative 
negative  impact  of  the  overwhelming  number  of  proposals  has  been  decision-making  that  does  not 
provide  for  the  needs  of  the  public  and  a significant  reduction  in  multiple-use  and  motorized  access 
and  recreation  opportunities.  We  request  that  this  cumulative  negative  impact  be  adequately 
evaluated  and  factored  into  the  decision-making  for  this  action.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an 
adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  pan  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative 
negative  impacts  on  the  public  associated  with  the  overwhelming  number  of  NEPA  actions. 

Issue: 

Motorized  visitors  have  had  to  devote  the  majority  of  their  available  energy  and  time  addressing 
local  and  national  level  travel  management  actions.  The  combination  of  these  actions  has  created  a 
significant  cumulative  negative  effect  on  motorized  visitors  by  consuming  their  free  time  and 
money,  and  significantly  impacting  their  quality  of  life. 

Additionally,  this  cumulative  negative  effect  has  lead  to  the  loss  of  opportunity  for  motorized 
recreationists  to  further  the  awareness  and  education  of  other  motorized  visitors  in  areas  such  as 
proper  riding  ethics,  safety,  and  environmental  protection.  This  cumulative  negative  effect  has  also 
l4/e  are  a locally  supported  association  utpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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reduced  the  opportunity  for  motorized  recreationists  to  improve  and  maintain  existing  motorized 
opportunities.  This  cumulative  negative  impact  includes  reduced  maintenance  of  trailheads  and 
trails  and  reduced  ability  to  undertake  mitigation  projects  to  protect  the  environment  and  public 
safety.  We  request  that  these  cumulative  negative  effects  be  addressed  in  the  analysis,  preferred 
alternative  and  decision-making. 

Issue: 

With  the  agency’s  commitment  in  the  current  management  plan  to  the  application  of  "Limits  of 
Acceptable  Change"  (LAC)  for  determining  management  strategies  there  is  an  inherent  obligation 
on  the  agency's  part  to  provide  specific  direction  that  certain  measures,  such  as  visitor  education  and 
the  provision  of  new  facilities,  would  be  implemented  before  limiting  use.  A common  thread  in 
LAC  application  nation-wide  is  that  these  regulations  apply  to  all  visitors,  not  to  specific  groups. 
Why  are  motorized  recreationists  being  disenfranchised  from  this  directive?  There  has  not  been  an 
adequate  attempt  by  the  agency  to  educate  the  public  that  areas  and  trails  in  the  project  area  or 
anywhere  else  must  be  shared  by  all  users  and  that  new  facilities  are  needed  to  address  the  needs  of 
motorized  recreationists.  The  decision  for  this  project  must  correct  this  deficiency. 

Issue: 

Motorized  recreationists  are  very  concerned  that  a reasonable  alternative  will  not  be  adequately 
addressed  in  the  environmental  document  and  decision-making  and  that  the  process  is  predisposed. 
To  prevent  this  from  happening  again,  we  request  a Multiple-Use  Review  Board  be  established  to 
assure  that  the  decision-making  reflects  the  multiple-use  management  goals  and  the  needs  of  the 
public.  We  request  that  a Multiple-Use  Review  Board  look  into  all  past  travel  management 
decisions  within  public  lands  to  determine  whether  all  decisions  have  adequately  considered  the 
needs  of  multiple-use  and  motorized  recreationists.  Where  decisions  have  not  adequately  considered 
the  needs  of  multiple-use  and  motorized  recreationists,  we  request  that  the  reasons  be  identified  and 
that  corrective  actions  be  taken. 

Issue: 

Oftentimes,  the  text  and  maps  in  travel  management  documents  do  not  effectively  communicate  or 
describe  to  motorized  visitors  the  trails  and  roads  that  they  are  accustomed  to  visiting.  Therefore, 
motorized  visitors  do  not  realize  that  the  Agency  proposes  to  close  many  of  the  roads  and  trails  that 
have  been  used  for  decades  by  generations  of  motorized  visitors. 

The  public  has  not  developed  a clear  understanding  as  to  what  is  about  to  happen  to  the  roads  and 
trails  that  they  routinely  visit  because  the  travel  management  process  has  not  effectively 
communicated  the  extent  of  the  roads  and  trails  proposed  for  closure.  Instead,  the  public  will  go  out 
to  their  favorite  road  and  trail  and  find  it  closed  to  their  use  after  the  proposed  action  is  enacted. 

It  will  take  different  approaches  to  effectively  communicate  to  the  public,  which  roads  and  trails  are 
sutqeci  to  the  proposed  action.  For  example,  one  alternative  communication  method  could  include 
posting  of  the  roads  and  trails  proposed  for  closure  with  signs  for  a period  of  I year  prior  to  the  EIS 
process  stating  “Road  or  Trail  Proposed  for  Closure,  for  more  information  or  to  express  your 
opinion  please  call  xxx-xxxx  or  send  written  comments  to  xxxxx.” 

Other  methods  could  include  the  use  of  information  kiosks  and  trail  rangers  as  discussed  in  other 
sections.  We  request  a commitment  by  the  agencies  to  these  sorts  of  direct  communications  with 

Ufe  tre  t lociily  supported  assocletlon  whose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-252:  Please  see  response  03-124, 


03-253:  Your  suggestion  is  similar  to  the  Overall  Vision  for 
the  planning  area  described  in  Section  1.9. 


03-254:  BLM  has  had  very  few  travel  management  related 
actions  concerning  lands  in  the  planning  area,  in  the  past 
several  years.  Incorporation  of  a detailed  travel  manage- 
ment plan  in  this  document  is  actually  intended  to  reduce 
the  number  of  actions  for  the  public.  According  to  BLM 
policy,  designation  of  routes  for  travel  management  is  not 
an  RMP  decision,  but  is  left  for  implementation  level 
planning.  However,  in  order  to  reduce  the  number  of 
planning  projects  and  maximi2e  public  participation, 
BLM  decided  to  incorporate  this  into  the  CdA  RJMP. 

03-255:  Please  see  response  03-124. 

Impacts  must  be  attributable  to  the  proposed  action  or 
alternatives  for  their  analysis  to  be  required. 


03-256:  Comment  pertains  to  a different  plan, 
“limits  of  acceptable  change”  is  not  used  in  this 


The  term 
plan. 


03-257:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 


03-258:  Thank  you  for  your  comments.  See  responses  03- 
17  and  03-49. 
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motorized  visitors  to  reach  and  involve  them.  NI:PA  does  not  preclude  these  types  of  methods  and, 
in  fact,  requires  the  process  to  be  user  friendly. 


259 


Issue: 

C'urrent  management  philosophy  seems  to  be  that  the  only  way  to  address  a problem  is  by  closing 
access  to  public  lands.  Eliminating  opportunities  does  not  solve  problems.  An  approach  that  is  more 
reasonable  to  the  public  including  motorized  visitors  is  to  maintain  recreation  opportunities  by 
addressing  problems  through  mitigation  measures  such  as  education,  signing,  seasonal  restrictions, 
user  fees,  and  structural  improvements  such  as  water  bars,  trail  re-routing,  and  bridges.  There  may 
be  problems  with  certain  motorized  roads  and  trails  but  we  should  work  to  solve  and  mitigate  them 
and  not  to  compound  them  by  enacting  more  closures.  We  request  the  agencies  to  support  and  use 
mitigations  and  education  as  a means  to  address  and  mitigate  problems  rather  than  closures. 


Issue: 

Most  problems  associated  with  visitors  can  be  addressed  by  education.  Esducation  should  be  the  first 
line  of  action  and  all  education  measures  should  be  exhausted  before  pursuing  other  actions.  There 
are  situations  were  education  is  far  more  effective  than  law  enforcement.  The  elimination  of  much 
needed  recreational  opportunities  is  not  reasonable  without  first  exhausting  all  possible  means  of 
education  to  address  the  problem.  Educational  programs  could  include  use  of  mailings,  handouts, 
improved  travel  management  mapping,  pamphlets,  TV  and  radio  spots,  web  pages,  newspaper 
articles,  signing,  presentations,  information  kiosks  with  mapping,  and  trail  rangers. 

Restrictions  or  closures  are  not  always  obvious  to  the  public.  Education  can  also  be  in  the  form  of 
measures  such  as  the  use  of  jackleg  fences  with  signs  at  the  end  of  motorized  trails  in  sensitive  areas 
so  that  public  is  made  aware  of  the  end  of  the  motorized  trail  and  the  surrounding  area  closure.  The 
use  of  public  education  to  address  problems  may  require  effort  and  time  but  it  is  more  reasonable 
than  the  use  of  closures.  We  request  the  full  use  of  education  to  address  visitor  problems. 
Additionally,  individual  motorized  recreationists  and  groups  can  be  called  upon  to  assist  with  the 
implementation  of  the  educational  process. 


261 


Issue: 

An  alternative  to  motorized  closures  in  many  cases  would  be  to  keep  motorized  opportunities  open 
and  use  education  on  principles  such  as  those  found  in  the  Tread  Lightly  program  and  Blue  Ribbon 
Coalition  Recreation  Code  of  Ethics  and  Principles  to  address  and  eliminate  specific  issues 
associated  with  motorized  recreationisis.  These  efforts  could  include  the  use  of  pamphlets, 
information  kiosks,  and  presentations.  Education  can  also  be  used  to  address  and  eliminate  issues 
associated  with  non-motorized  recreationists  by  encouraging  their  use  of  reasonable  expectations, 
reasonable  tolerance  of  others,  and  reasonable  sharing  of  our  land  resources. 


To  date,  educational  measures  have  not  been  adequately  considered,  evaluated  or  implemented.  We 
request  that  educational  measures  be  incorporated  as  part  of  this  proposed  action  and  that  the 
cumulative  negative  impact  on  motorized  recreationists  of  not  using  education  in  all  past  actions 
involving  motorized  recreational  opportunities  be  addressed.  Additionally,  we  request  that  an 
adequate  mitigation  plan  be  included  as  part  of  this  action  to  compensate  for  past  cumulative 
negative  impacts  associated  with  inadequate  use  of  education  measures  in  past  actions. 


Issue: 


U/e  are  a locdlfy  supported  association  wpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  dH 
recreationists  through  responsible  en  vironmenta!  protection  and  education. 
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Management  of  public  lands  to  maximize  wild  game  populations  at  the  expense  of  other  uses  is  not 
reasonable  and  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  multiple-use  laws  and  policies.  We  support 
hunting  but  we  question  why  hunting’s  impact  on  wildlife  is  acceptable  and  non-destructive  viewing 
by  motorized  visitors  is  not  acceptable.  We  are  concerned  that  public  lands  that  were  designated  for 
multiple-use  management  are  not  being  managed  for  multiple-use  as  required  under: 

1.  The  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  (16  U.S.C.  528  et  seq.)  defined  Multiple-Use 
as  '*The  management  of  all  the  various  renewable  surface  resources  of  the  national  forests 
so  that  they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  American 
people...'^.  Outdoor  recreation  is  the  first  staled  purpose  of  the  act. 

2.  Public  Law  88-657  states  that  “r/ie  Congress  hereby  finds  and  declares  that  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  an  adequate  system  of  roads  and  trails  within  and  near  the  national 
forests  and  other  lands  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  is  essential  if  increasing  demands 
for  timber,  recreation,  and  other  uses  of  such  lands  are  to  be  met:  that  the  existence  of  such 
a system  would  have  the  effect,  among  other  things,  of  increasing  the  value  of  timber  and 
other  resources  tributary  to  such  roads:  and  that  such  a system  is  essential  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called  the  Secretary)  to  provide  for  intensive  use. 
protection,  development,  and  management  of  these  lands  under  principles  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield  of  products  and  services  ", 

3.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  states  that  *"(7)  goals  and 
objectives  be  established  by  law  as  guidelines  for  public  land  use  planning,  and  that 
management  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  unless  otherwise  specified 
by  law,  and,  (c)  In  the  development  and  revision  of  land  use  plans,  the  Secretary  shall  — (J) 
use  and  observe  the  principles  of  multiple  u.se  and  sustained  yield  set  forth  in  this  and  other 
applicable  Iom': 

4.  TTie  BLM  Strategic  Plan  FY  2000  to  2005  slates  that:  “To  achieve  this  mission,  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  follows  these  principles:  Manage  natural  resources  for  multiple  use 
and  long-term  value,  recognizing  that  the  mix  of  permitted  and  allowable  uses  will  vary 
from  area  to  area  and  over  time  ’’ 

We  request  careful  consideration  of  the  multiple-use  needs  of  the  public  and  implementation  of  the 
objectives  of  multiple-use  laws  and  policies  as  part  of  the  proposed  action. 


263 


Issue: 

The  roads  and  trails  in  the  project  area  are  not  new  or  “user  created”  travelways.  These  roads  and 
trails  have  existed  for  many  years.  The  public  has  relied  on  them  for  access  for  many  years  and  for 
many  purposes.  This  pattern  of  use  is  well  established.  A reasonable  travel  management  alternative 
would  use  area  closure  to  prevent  the  creation  of  unwanted  trails  by  visitors  and,  at  the  same  time, 
allow  the  public  to  use  all  of  the  existing  motorized  routes.  Too  many  management  actions  have 
been  enacted  without  the  development  of  this  reasonable  alternative.  The  cumulative  negative 
impact  of  the  travel  management  process  on  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities  has  been 
significant.  We  request  that  the  preferred  alternative  be  based  on  the  existing  motorized  routes  that 
arc  considered  important  resources  by  motorized  recreaiionists. 


264 


Issue: 

A reasonable  Travel  Management  alternative  would  tnaintain  existing  travelways  that  provide 
motorized  recreationists  with  a system  of  Kxtps  and  destinations.  The  preferred  alternative  should 
provide  access  to  motorized  looped  trail  systems,  spurs  for  exploration  and  destinations,  and 
We  are  i locally  supported  association  upose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreatlonists  tprougn  responsible  en  vironmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  9H  of  1 09 


Responses 


03-259:  Thank  you  for  ycjur  suggestion. 


03-260:  Public  education  is  a key  component  of  conserva- 
don  under  all  action  alternatives.  Proposed  actions  in- 
clude educating  visitors  about  weed  infestation  and  trans- 
port, wildlife  habitat  needs,  and  open  and  closed  areas. 


03-261:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestions  and  comments. 
The  BLM  routinely  takes  public  outreach  actions  to  com- 
municate with  and  educate  recreation  users  in  implement- 
ing RMP  decisions. 


03-262:  Please  see  response  03-3. 


03-263:  Please  see  response  (33-240. 

N 


03-264:  The  planning  of  individual  timber  sales  is  an  imple- 
mentation action  not  addressed  in  the  RMP.  ,\lso  sec 
responses  (33-124  and  (33-45. 
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nHttorized  access  to  areas  kx'aled  outside  the  project  area.  Wc  request  that  the  cumulative  negative 
etYeci  ot  reduced  recreation  and  access  oppt>nunities  for  motorized  visitors  within  the  project  area 
be  adequately  considered  in  the  document  and  decision-making.  The  cumulative  negative  efTect  of 
eliminating  motorized  access  to  loop  trail  systems,  provide  exploration  opportunities  and 
destinations  outside  of  the  project  area  should  also  be  adequately  considered  in  the  document  and 
decision-making. 

Issue; 

Cunent  management  trends  are  attempting  to  restrict  public  access  to  narrow  corridors  along  major 
roads.  This  management  trend  is  widespread  among  all  agencies.  If  allowed  to  continue,  this  trend 
will  concentrate  over  95%  of  the  visitors  to  less  than  10%  of  the  area.  The  cumulative  negative 
impact  from  concentrating  visitors  to  narrow  corridors  will  result  in  p>oor  management  of  public 
lands  and  unreasonable  access  to  public  lands  and  recreational  opportunities.  We  request  the 
evaluation  of  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  from  management  goals  that  tend  to  concentrate 
visitors  to  narrow  corridors  and  reduce  recreation  opportunities  for  motorized  visitors.  Other 
associated  negative  impacts  that  should  also  be  evaluated  include  loss  of  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities,  reduced  quality  of  recreation,  loss  recreation  diversity,  and  unequal  allocation  of 
recreation  opportunities. 

Issue: 

OHV  and  other  motorized  recreationists  seek  the  challenge  and  sense  of  exploration  that  primitive 
roads  and  motorized  trails  provide.  The  preferred  travel  management  alternative  should  not  restrict 
motorized  access  and  recreation  to  narrow  corridors  along  a few  major  roads.  This  restriction  would 
not  provide  for  the  type  of  experiences  that  most  motorized  visitors  are  seeking  and.  therefore,  does 
not  meet  the  needs  of  motorized  visitors.  We  request  that  the  analysis  and  decision-making  avoid 
restricting  motorized  access  and  recreation  opportunities  to  narrow  corridors  along  major  roads. 

Issue: 

In  the  past,  timber  harvests  have  been  conducted  without  consideration  for  maintaining  existing 
motorized  trails  through  the  area.  Therefore,  motorized  recreation  opportunities  have  been 
eliminated  as  part  of  timber  sales.  The  Little  Blackfoot  and  Telegraph  Creek  areas  are  examples  of 
motorized  closures  does  as  part  of  timber  harv'ests  that  have  fragmented  the  motorized  road  and  trail 
system.  Now  as  mitigation  measure  to  offset  the  significant  impact  from  the  cumulative  effect  of  all 
past  actions,  motorized  trail  systems  should  be  developed  using  timber  sale  roads  and  trails. 

Existing  timber  sale  roads  and  trails  should  be  inter-connected  by  construction  of  new  trail  segments 
or  rehabilitation  of  existing  trail  segments  to  provide  mitigation  for  lost  motorized  recreation 
opportunities.  Connector  trails  should  be  constructed  to  avoid  dead-end  trails.  These  systems  could 
provide  recreation  oppjortunities  for  a variety  of  skill  levels  and  visitors. 

Issue: 

In  some  cases  conflict  of  uses  has  been  created  by  Visitors  Maps  that  are  not  consistent  with  Travel 
Plan  maps.  All  visitors  (motorized  and  non-motorized)  need  to  clearly  understand  what  areas,  roads 
or  trails  are  open  for  motorized  travel  and  what  areas,  roads,  or  trails  are  closed  to  motorized  travel. 
W'e  have  experienced  a number  of  misunderstandings  by  both  non-motorized  and  motorized 
visitors.  We  recommend  that  the  Travel  Plan  Map  and  Visitors  Map  be  the  same  and  that  this 
combination  map  should  include  as  much  detail  as  possible  (such  as  contour  information)  so  that  the 
public  can  better  determine  the  location  of  roads  and  trails  that  are  open  or  closed. 

dre  a locdliy  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Issue: 

There  is  a significant  need  to  standardized  signs  within  and  across  all  agencies.  For  example,  there 
are  often  misunderstandings  about  seasonal  motor  vehicle  restrictions  due  to  the  “No”  symbol  with 
the  actual  closure  period  shown  below  in  small  text  that  is  often  not  seen  or  understood.  In  this  case, 
the  road  or  trail  is  open  except  during  the  period  show  below  but  the  sign  is  often  misinterpreted  as 
closed.  We  suggest  that  travel  management  signs  be  made  easier  to  understand  and  standardized. 
Signs  are  the  backbone  of  a good  management  program.  Some  examples  of  how  signs  could  be 
used  to  implement  management  are: 

• Signs  should  be  displayed  at  key  access  points  to  public  lands  explaining  the  basics;  “OHV’s 
allowed  on  designated  routes  to  protect  foliage  and  prevent  erosion”;  “Expect  to  see  other 
visitors  on  the  trails  - shared  trail  area”;  “Report  violations  to  I -800-TIP-MONT”;  etc. 

• Trailhead  signs  should  not  only  list  restrictions  but  should  also  tell  visitors  what  to  expect. 
Signs  that  say  “expect  to  see  other  trail  users”  with  universal  symbols  indicating  the  uses 
they  can  expect  to  see  would  work  well.  This  approach  is  used  successfully  in  nearly  every 
forest  across  the  country  except  those  in  Forest  Service  Region  I . 

• Reinforce  travel  allowed  and  restricted  at  intersections. 

• Reinforce  important  messages;  say  the  same  thing  in  a different  way. 

Issue: 

Along  with  the  standardization  of  signs,  there  is  also  a significant  need  to  standardize  or  simplify 
seasonal  closure  dates  as  much  as  possible.  We  suggest  that  the  number  of  different  closures  periods 
should  be  kept  to  a maximum  of  two,  if  possible,  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  and  resulting 
misunderstandings. 

Issue: 

The  environmental  document  should  be  an  issue  driven  document  as  required  under  NEPA  and 
guidelines  published  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  The  driving  travel  management 
issue  is  the  development  of  a reasonable  alternative  that  meets  the  needs  of  the  public.  NEPA 
requires  that  all  reasonable  alternatives  be  evaluated.  We  request  that  the  environmental  document 
include  a travel  management  alternative  that  is  responsive  to  the  public’s  multiple-use  needs.  A 
reasonable  alternative  would  incorporate  all  existing  motorized  roads  and  trails  and  restrict 
motorized  travel  to  those  travel  ways.  A reasonable  travel  management  alternative  should  provide  a 
continuous  system  of  roads  and  trails  on  which  off-highway  vehicles  can  be  legally  ridden.  A 
reasonable  travel  management  alternative  is  needed  in  order  to  avoid  contributing  to  the  significant 
impact  that  cumulative  negative  impacts  have  had  on  motorized  recreationists.  In  order  to  avoid 
contributing  to  further  cumulative  negative  impacts  we  request  that  the  preferred  alternative  be 
based  on  incorporating  all  existing  motoriz.ed  roads  and  trails  and  restricting  motorized  travel  to 
those  travel  ways. 

Issue: 

A reasonable  alternative  instead  of  all  motorized  closures  is  a sharing  of  resources.  A reasonable 
alternative  for  accomplishing  this  can  be  done  by  designating  alternating  weeks  for  motorized  and 
non-motorized  use.  The  schedule  can  be  communicated  to  the  public  by  signs  at  each  end  of  the  trail 
segments,  newspaper  articles,  and  through  l(Kal  user  groups.  This  alternative  eliminates  any 
reascmable  concern  about  conflict  of  users  (which  we  think  is  over-stated  and  over-emphasized 
based  on  reasrms  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  submittal). 

ere  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-265;  The  proposed  action  makes  no  attempt  to  restrict 
public  access  to  narrow  corridors  along  main  roads. 


03-266:  Please  see  response  03-265. 


03-267:  Please  see  responses  03-18,  03-45  and  03-111. 


03-268:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  refer  to 
Action  TM-D.  1.1. 9. 


03-269:  Please  refer  to  Action  TM-D  1.1. 9. 


03-270:  XXTiere  seasonal  restrictions  are  used,  the  proposed 
action  adopts  dates  which  match  those  used  on  the  adja- 
cent National  Forests.  This  should  help  to  avoid  confu- 
sion and  resulting  misunderstandings. 

03-271:  Please  see  responses  03-124  and  03-240. 


03-272:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 
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Issue; 

We  are  unaware  of  any  documented  or  justifiable  reports  of  user  conllict  in  the  project  area.  We 
request  copies  of  any  documentation  of  user  conflicts  in  the  area  and  request  that  it  be  calcgori/.ed 
and  weighed  against  the  overall  number  of  visitor-days  to  the  area.  Additionally,  a diflerence  in 
opinion  aKiut  whether  certain  recreationists  should  be  able  to  visit  multiple-use  public  lands  should 
not  be  considered  a user-conflict. 

Issue; 

Executive  Order  1 1644  was  passed  on  f'ebruary  8,  1972  and  Executive  Order  1 1989  was  passed  on 
May  24.  1 977.  'niesc  Executive  Orders  have  been  used  to  enact  thousands  and  thousands  of 
motorized  access  and  recreation  closures  since  the  1970's.  I'he  cumulative  negative  effect  of 
Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  1 1989  has  been  a dramatic  loss  of  recreation  and  access  opportunities 
for  motorized  recreationists  and  a dramatic  increase  in  recreation  opportunities  for  non-motorized 
recreationists. 

Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  1 1989  allow  agencies  to  '‘minimize  conflicts  among  the  various  uses”. 
The  Executive  Orders  did  not  state  “minimize  conflict  with  other  users”.  However,  the 
implementation  of  Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  11989  has  been  largely  based  on  the  incorrect 
interpretation  to  “minimize  conflict  with  other  users”.  The  bottom  line  is  that  "use"  conflict  is  rather 
different  from  "user"  conflict.  There  are  certainly  "uses"  that  are  incompatible  from  an  objective 
standpoint.  For  example,  a ski  run  and  a mine  cannot  operate  in  the  same  place  at  the  same  lime. ..it 
is  physically  impossible  and  therefore  a clear  "use  conflict."  However,  in  the  case  of  a mine  located 
next  to  a ski  hill,  both  can  operate  without  a use  conflict. 

Issue; 

Whether  there  is  a "user  conflict"  or  not  depends  primarily  on  user  attitudes.  Just  because  someone 
says  it  is  a conflict  does  not  mean  that  it  is  a “reasonable”  or  “significant”  conflict.  We  request  that  a 
reasonable  definition  for  “significant”  conflict  be  developed  and  used  as  part  of  this  action. 

Issue; 

Conflict  on  multiple  use  trails:  Synthesis  of  the  Literature  and  State  of  Practice;  Report  No.: 
FWWA-PD-94-03 1 “Conflict  in  outdoor  recreation  settings  (such  as  trails)  can  best  be  defined  as 
“goal  interference  attributed  to  another's  behavior”  (Jacob  & Schreyer  1980,  369).  As  such,  trail 
conflicts  can  and  do  occur  among  different  user  groups,  among  diflerent  users  within  the  same  user 
group,  and  as  a result  of  factors  not  related  to  users’  trail  activities  at  all.  In  fact,  no  actual  contact 
among  users  need  occur  for  conflict  to  be  felt.  Conflict  has  been  found  to  be  related  to  activity  style 
(mode  of  travel,  level  of  technology,  environmental  dominance,  etc.),  focus  of  trip,  expectations, 
attitudes  toward  and  perceptions  of  the  environment,  level  of  tolerance  for  others,  and  different 
norms  held  by  different  users.  Conflict  is  often  asymmetrical  (i.e.,  one  group  resents  another,  but 
the  reverse  in  not  true). 

Issue: 

The  use  of  Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  1 1989  to  “minimize  conflict  with  other  uses”  should  be 
evaluated  from  the  perspective  of  “fair-mindedness  of  expectations”.  To  provide  non-motorized 
experiences  we  have  designated  and  set-aside  wildemess/non-motorized  use  areas.  Just  as 
motorized  recreationists  do  not  expect  to  be  able  to  use  motorized  vehicles  in  wildemess/non- 
motorized  use  areas,  non-motorized  enthusiasts  should  not  expect  to  go  to  multiple-use  areas  and 
U/G  dre  a locally  supported  association  ujpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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experience  wilderness  conditions.  If  some  non-motorized  recreationists  cannot  accept  motorized 
recreationists  in  multiple-use  areas,  then  they  need  to  become  familiar  with  travel  plan  maps  and 
restrict  themselves  to  the  many  wildemess/non-motorized  areas  that  are  available  to  them. 

Issue: 

Congress  has  recognized  the  need  to  share  our  lands  for  multiple-uses  and  has  directed  federal  land 
agencies  to  manage  for  multiple-uses  under  laws  including  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976,  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  and  Public  Law  88-657. 
Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  11989  tend  to  conflict  with  these  multiple-use  directives. 

These  two  executive  orders  interfere  with  the  management  of  public  lands  for  multiple-uses  and 
promote  non-sharing  and  intolerant  attitudes.  We  request  that  the  analysis,  preferred  alternative  and 
decision-making  not  let  Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  1 1989  interfere  with  an  equitable  management 
of  public  land  for  multiple-uses. 

Issue: 

Executive  Orders  11644  and  11989  promote  intolerance  and  non-sharing  in  a manner  that  allows 
one  group  of  recreationists  to  eliminate  another  group  of  recreationists  from  public  lands.  The 
Sierra  Club  ORV  Manual  fhttD://www.sierraclub.com/chaDters/id/orv/index.htm ) states, 

Remember,  one  adverse  impact  is  "user  conflict".  We  are  advising  a wonderful  legal  lactic.  Next 
lime  you  are  on  a hike  and  a dirt  hike  roars  by.  get  40  friends  to  all  call  or  write  to  the  Forest 
Supervisor  and  say.  We  demand  immediate  closure  of  the  trail  to  dirt  bikes. Other  organizations 
such  as  Wild  Wilderness  provide  Incident  Reporting  Forms 

(httD;//www. wild wildemess.org/wi/rctwrt.htm  ) to  report  conflicts  with  visitors  using  vehicles  and 
encourage  the  use  of  these  forms.  The  National  Wildlife  Foundation  in  their  June  and  July  2004 
issues  of  Ranger  Rick  Magazine  presented  a strongly  anti-OHV  cartoon  to  its  readers.  As 
demonstrated  by  these  examples,  some  non-motorized  interests  are  in  the  conflict  business  because 
they  stand  to  gain  by  creating  conflicts.  Actions  by  some  non-motorized  special-interests  have 
gotten  to  the  extreme  where  they  should  be  considered  harassment.  All  visitors  to  public  lands  must 
respect  each  other  and  accommodate  each  other  with  reasonable  expectations  and  reasonable 
actions.  We  have  always  been  respectful  of  other  visitors  and  have  never  observed  a conflict 
between  non-motorized  and  motorized  visitors  during  our  visits  to  public  lands  sparming  40  years. 

All  users  of  multiple-use  lands  must  be  willing  to  share  and  tolerate  with  all  others.  Motorized 
visitors  are  willing  to  share  and  tolerate  other  visitors.  A small  minority  ol  non-motorized  visitors 
should  not  be  able  to  inflict  such  a large  impact  on  the  majority  of  visitors.  We  request  that  the 
significant  negative  and  inequitable  impacts  that  Executive  Orders  1 1644  and  11989  have  imposed 
on  motorized  recreationists  be  adequately  evaluated,  and  factored  into  the  preferred  alternative.  We 
request  that  the  decision-making  provide  for  actions  necessary  to  provide  responsible  use  of  these 
two  Executive  Orders. 

Issue: 

User  conflict  is  vastly  overstated  by  non-motorized  recreationists  for  self-serving  reasons.  This 
overstatement  is  confirmed  by  data  collected  by  the  Wildlands  Center  for  Preventing  Roads 
(http;//maDS.  wildrockics.org/orv/database.html ).  This  organization  has  assembled  all  of  the  conflict 
of  users  data  available  from  the  Forest  Service.  Records  from  134  national  forests  indicate  a total  of 
1 ,699  noise  violations,  1 45  smoke  violations,  and  1 ,272  safety  violations  for  a total  of  3, 1 1 6 
violations  during  the  period  from  1 987  to  1 998.  The  average  violations  per  year  would  equal  283  or 
about  2 violations  per  forest  per  year.  Most  likely,  many  of  these  violations  were  not  related  to  OHV 
UJe  are  a locally  supported  association  iphose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 

Page  102  of  109 


0.3-273;  As  examples,  please  refer  tf>  several  of  the  father 
comments  we  received  for  this  RMP.  Specifically  see  PI, 
P2,  P3,  P4,  P5,  P8,  Pll,  PI  9,  P21,  P30,  P36,  P40,  P41, 
P43,  P45,  P53,  04  and  05. 

03-274:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-275:  The  BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1601- 
1)(BLM  2005)  defines  planning  issues  as  “disputes  or 
controversies  about  existing  and  potential  land 
and  resource  allocations,  levels  of  resource  use,  produc- 
tion, and  related  management  practices.”  BLM  identified 
the  planning  issues  during  scoping,  as  described  in  Sec- 
tion 1.4. 


03-276:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-277:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-278:  All  executive  orders  must  be  considered  and  com- 
plied with  by  any  federal  agency  in  a planning  document. 


V 

03-279:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response 
to  03-278. 


03-280:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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recirationists.  Motorized  recrcationisls  are  committed  to  reducing  the  number  of  violations  and 
using  education  to  increase  public  awareness  of  visitor  and  land  use  ethics.  However,  considering 
the  tens  of  millions  of  visitors  to  our  national  forests  during  this  1 1-year  period,  the  3,1 16  violations 
are  statistically  insignificant  and  do  not  supptirt  the  argument  that  user  conflict  is  a significant 
pn^blem.  l^tly,  the  total  number  of  violations  rcpt)rt^  in  Northern  Region  forests  was  zero. 

Issue: 

Oxw  the  past  4 years  we  have  met  1 33  hikers  in  the  multipie-use  public  lands  areas  that  we  visit. 
There  have  been  no  conflicts  during  these  meetings.  In  fact,  most  often  we  have  stopped  and  visited 
with  these  hikers  and  exchanged  information.  At  the  same  time  over  the  past  4 years  we  have 
observed  well  over  8,000  motorized  recreationists.  We  have  coexisted  for  years  without  any 
measurable  conflict.  Why  is  coexistence  suddenly  considered  such  a problem  by  some  people?  We 
are  concerned  that  this  position  has  been  taken  for  self-serving  reasons.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any 
real  conflict.  Motorized  recreationists  could  complain  about  the  presence  of  non-motorized 
recreationists  but  we  have  chosen  not  to  complain  and  we  have  adopted  an  attitude  of  sharing. 
Motorized  recreationists  should  be  given  credit  for  being  reasonable  and  willing  to  share. 

Issue; 

In  our  locale,  we  see  so  few  non-motorized  recreationists  on  multiple-use  trails  that  we  cannot 
understand  how  a conflict  of  uses  could  be  substantiated.  Additionally,  it  is  not  reasonable  for  non- 
motorized  users  to  claim  a conflict  of  uses  based  on  their  observation  of  motorized  wheel  prints  on  a 
road  or  trail  (do  they  feel  the  same  way  about  mountain  bikes?).  It  is  not  reasonable  to  provide  one 
group  of  recreationists  with  the  opportunity  to  claim  a “conflict  of  uses”  and  use  that  as  a basis  to 
deny  other  recreationists  equal  access  to  public  lands.  This  form  of  conflict  creation  and  then 
resolution  by  elimination  of  motorized  recreational  opportunities  is  not  equitable. 

The  reasonable  and  equitable  way  to  deal  with  differences  is  to  accept  each  others  difference.  How 
else  can  diversity  survive?  All  of  us  have  a responsibility  to  accept  and  promote  diversity  of 
recreation  on  public  lands.  An  unwillingness  to  accept  diversity  is  a fundamental  failing  of  those 
who  seek  to  eliminate  things  that  don’t  fit  their  perspective.  Diversity  of  recreation  opportunities 
can  only  be  accomplished  through  management  for  multiple-use  and  attitudes  that  promote 
tolerance,  sharing  and  coexistence.  Behaviors  that  are  non-sharing  or  intolerant  of  other 
recreationists  on  public  lands  should  not  be  rewarded  yet  it  is.  The  continual  loss  of  motorized 
access  and  recreational  opportunities  and  the  negative  attitudes  toward  multiple-use  recreationists  is 
seriously  degrading  our  culture  and  quality  of  life.  We  request  that  elimination  and  restrictions  of 
recreation  opportunities  not  be  imposed  on  motorized  visitors  because  other  visitors  are  not  able  to 
share  and  be  tolerant.  We  request  that  revisions  to  Executive  Orders  11644  and  11989  be  made  in 
order  to  return  equitable  guidance  to  federal  land-use  managers. 

Issue: 

During  the  1970’s,  when  Executive  Orders  11644  and  ! 1989  were  created,  snowmobile  and 
motorcycles  were  much  louder  than  today’s  machines.  Concern  with  sound  levels  lead  to  the 
creation  of  Executive  Orders  11644  and  11989.  Today’s  technology  provides  machines  that  are 
significantly  quieter  than  in  the  I970’s.  Furthermore,  the  technology  now  exists  to  make  vehicles 
even  quieter.  Therefore,  concern  with  sound  levels  can  be  mitigated  by  establishing  a reasonable 
decibel  limit  for  exhaust  systems.  Slates  such  as  California  and  Oregon  have  enacted  sound 
emission  limits.  We  encourage  all  jurisdictions  to  adopt  the  stationary  sound  test  procedures  as  set 
forth  in  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engineers  J-1287  June  1980  standard.  Public  land-use  agencies 
^(7<p  are  a locally  supported  association  tupose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tproush  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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could  establish  reasonable  soimd  limits  and  use  this  approach  to  address  the  sound  level  issue.  This 
alternative  would  be  more  equitable  than  closures.  We  request  that  this  reasonable  alternative  to 
motorized  closures  be  pursued  and  incorporated  into  the  preferred  alternative  and  decision-making. 

Issue: 

It  is  not  reasonable  to  enact  motorized  closures  based  on  the  issue  of  sound  when  viable  alternatives 
could  be  pursued.  The  Sierra  Club’s  in  their  ORV  Handbook  makes  the  following  statement  '"The 
fact  is  that  most  ORV  noise  is  unnecessary:  even  motorcycles  can  be  muffled  to  relatively 
unobjectionable  noise  level".  We  request  that  agencies  initiate  an  education  campaign  (loud  is  not 
cool)  to  promote  the  development  and  use  of  quiet  machines.  OHV  brochures  such  as  those 
published  by  the  Wallowa- Whitman  National  Forest  include  public  awareness  information  on  the 
importance  of  sound  control. 

Issue: 

We  request  that  the  process  include  consideration  of  the  negative  impacts  that  proposed  motorized 
road  and  trail  closures  will  have  on  fire  management,  fuel  wood  harvest  for  home  heating,  and 
timber  management.  The  analysis  should  include  an  analysis  of  the  benefits  to  the  public  from  the 
gathering  of  deadfall  for  firewood  from  each  of  the  roads  and  trails  proposed  for  closure.  These 
analyses  are  especially  significant  following  a devastating  fire  season  and  a period  of  rising  energy 
costs.  The  need  for  firewood  gathering  is  increasing  given  the  increasing  energy  costs 
(hnD://www.heienair.com/articles/2003/l  l/02/montana/a01 1 1Q203  05.txt ) and  we  have  noticed  a 
significant  increase  in  firewood  gathering  this  past  year.  The  closure  of  roads  and  trails  is  occurring 
at  a large  scale  on  all  public  lands.  Therefore,  the  analysis  should  also  evaluate  the  cumulative 
negative  impacts  of  motorized  road  and  trail  closures  and  the  conversion  of  multiple-use  lands  to 
limited-use  lands  on  fire  management,  limber  management,  and  firewood  gathering. 

Issue: 

Page  2 1 5 of  the  Supplement  to  Big  Snowy  Mountains  EA.  Solitude  is  a personal,  subjective  value 
defined  as  isolation  from  the  sights,  sound  and  presence  of  others,  and  the  development  of  man. 

We  acknowledge  the  value  of  solitude  and  point  out  that  there  arc  many  acres  of  wildemess/non- 
motorized/exclusive-use  available  to  provide  that  solitude.  Our  concern  is  in  regards  to  the 
diminishing  amount  of  multiple-use  lands  and  the  unreasonable  concept  that  multiple-use  lands 
should  be  managed  as  wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-use  lands.  Managing  multiple-use  lands 
by  wilderness  criteria  and  for  perfect  solitude  does  not  meet  the  communal  needs  of  the  public  and 
is  not  a reasonable  goal  for  multiple-use  lands. 

The  opportunity  for  solitude  must  be  reasonably  balanced  with  the  multiple-use  needs  of  the  public. 
For  example,  the  Montana  Standard  in  an  article  on  December  14,  2000  reported  that  hikers  on  the 
Continental  Divide  trail  “walked  for  300  miles  without  seeing  another  human  being”.  This  article 
illustrates  a significant  long-distance  interstate  recreational  opportunity  available  to  non-motorized 
visitors  and  the  negligible  use  that  it  sees.  Additionally,  we  have  been  camping  in  the  Telegraph 
Creek  drainage  for  27  years  and  we  have  met  only  2 people  using  the  CDNST  in  that  area.  In 
contrast,  a long-distance  interstate  recreational  opportunity  similar  to  the  CDNST  does  not  exist  for 
OHV  recreationists. 

It  is  not  equitable  u>  provide  recrcationisls  seeking  solitude  and  wilderness  experiences  exclusive 
access  to  tern  of  millions  of  acres  and  thousands  of  miles  of  non-motorized  trails  while  restricting 
sre  a locally  supported  association  whose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-281:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-282:  Amendment  of  Executive  Orders  is  the  prerogative 
of  the  President  and  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP. 


03-283:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 


03-284:  On  BLM  lands  it  is  prohibited  to  operate  an  off- 
road vehicle  in  violation  of  State  laws  and  regulations  (43 
CFR  8341.1(d)).  The  state  of  Idaho  limits  noise  emission 
to  a base  level  of  not  more  than  ninety-six  (96)  decibels 
when  measured  on  the  “A”  scale  using  standards  and 
procedures  established  by  the  society  of  automotive  engi- 
neers (SAE),  specifically  SAE  standard  J 1287,  June,  1988. 
(IC  67-7125)  The  proposed  action  would  establish  no 
additional  noise  restrictions  and  noise  was  not  a factor 
used  in  designating  routes. 

03-285:  Fire  wood  gathering  is  permitted  on  most  BLM 
land.  We  are  not  aware  of  a shortage  of  fuel  wood  gath- 
ering areas  in  the  planning  area  and  public  scoping  did 
not  identify  this  to  be  an  issue. 


03-286:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  responses 
03-124,  paragraph  1 and  03-45,  paragraph  2. 
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Comments 


Responses 
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the  public  seeking  multiple-use  oppt^rtunities  access  to  an  inadequate  road  and  trail  system.  We 
request  an  equitable  and  balanced  alliKation  of  motorized  access  and  recreational  opportunity. 


287 


Issue; 

We  have  seen  a low  level  of  use  used  as  a factor  to  close  motorized  routes.  This  criterion  should 
also  be  applied  equally  to  non-motorized  routes.  For  example,  a low  level  of  use  by  motorcycles  was 
used  as  a reason  to  close  the  Nez  Perce  trail  in  the  Beavcrhcad-Decriodge  National  Forest.  This 
same  reason  should  be  used  to  open  up  non-motorized  trails  experiencing  a low  level  of  use  to 
motorized  use. 


288 


Issue: 

When  considering  the  level  of  use  for  either  keeping  a road  or  trail  open  or  closed,  the  evaluation 
must  recognize  that  motorcycle  use  and  tracks  are  far  less  obvious  on  the  ground  than  atv  tracks. 


289 


Issue; 

We  request  a network  of  national  recreation  trails  for  motorized  recreationists  equivalent  to  the 
Continental  Divide  Trail  (CDT),  Pacific  Crest  Trail.  National  Recreation  Trail  and  other  national 
non-motorized  trails  that  travel  a long  distance  and  interconnect  with  other  forests.  If  motorized 
recreationists  had  trails  of  regional  and  national  significance,  they  would  see  considerable  use.  Non- 
motorized  rccreationisis  have  considerably  more  national  trail  recreation  opportunities  than 
motorized  recreationists.  We  request  that  the  needs  of  motorized  recreationists  for  regional  and 
national  travelways  be  evaluated.  We  request  an  evaluation  of  the  cumulative  negative  impacts  and 
environmental  justice  issues  surrounding  the  lack  of  regional  and  national  motorized  trails  for 
motorized  recreationists.  We  request  that  regional  and  national  motorized  recreational  trails  be 
identified  and  actions  be  taken  to  implement  those  trails. 


290 


Issue; 

The  Elkhom  Wildlife  Management  Area  in  the  Helena  National  Forest  is  an  example  of 
management  of  an  area  for  a relatively  narrow  range  of  public  needs.  The  underlying  management 
criterion  in  the  Elkhom  area  is  for  ideal  wildlife  conditions  and  not  for  the  diverse  needs  of  the 
public.  The  diverse  need  of  the  public  can  only  be  met  by  management  for  multiple-use.  While  there 
are  designated  routes  within  the  area,  they  are  mostly  roads  with  no  challenge  and  limited  access  to 
interesting  areas  and  features.  There  are  few  OHV  loops  or  destinations.  Roads  and  trails  such  as 
those  in  Section  1 and  ! 1,  T6N,  R2W;  Sections  13  and  4,  T6N,  R3W;  Sections  31  and  31  in  T7N, 
R2W;  Section  36,  T7N,  R3W;  Sections  25,  35,  and  36,  T8N,  R1 W and  others  could  have  been  kept 
open  for  summer  season  recreation  use  and  closed  during  calving  and  hunting  seasons  where 
necessary  for  wildlife  management.  Instead,  they  were  closed.  The  alternative  of  seasonal  closures 
would  have  benefited  far  more  people  and  still  maintained  a more  than  reasonable  wildlife  habitat. 


03-287:  Level  of  use  is  a factor  used  when  determining  a 
route’s  maintenance  level. 


03-288:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


03-289:  Please  see  response  C33-2.  Analysis  of  regional  trail 
systems  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document. 


03-290:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


291 

2921 

2931 


Additional  Suggestions  for  Management  of  Motorized  Recreation 

1 . Unfortunately  rules  oftentimes  go  to  the  lowest  common  denominator,  i.e.,  the  guy  doing  the 
most  irrational  things.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  keep  rules  as  simple  as  possible  and  focused 
on  addressing  problems  that  are  common  and  not  the  exceptions.  Motorized  recreationists  can 
be  called  upon  to  help  address  the  exceptions. 

2.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  keep  all  existing  trail  systems  open  to  motorized  visitors. 

3.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  add  all  existing  road  ands  trails  that  are  not  on  the  trail  system 
inventory  to  the  roads  and  trail  inventory. 

U/e  ere  d loCdIfy  supported  association  wpose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  tprougt)  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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295 

296 


297 

298 

299 

300 

301 

302  I 

303  I 

304  I 

305 
3061 


4.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  return  trails  that  used  to  be  on  trail  inventories  to  the  current 
inventory. 

5.  Where  possible,  agencies  are  encouraged  to  provide  trailheads  for  motorized  trails  that  are 
convenient  to  urban  areas. 

6.  Where  possible,  agencies  are  encouraged  to  provide  trailheads  for  motorized  trails  that  are 
located  at  the  boundary  of  urban  areas  and  trails  that  connect  urban  areas  to  public  lands  and 
form  motorized  recreation  opportunities  similar  to  the  Paiute  Trail  in  Utah 
thttD://www.marvsvale.org/Daiute  trail/contents. html). 

7.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  insure  that  access  to  trails  is  not  blocked  by  private  lands  and  that 
private  landowners  do  not  have  special  access  privileges.  Where  private  landowners  have 
elected  to  block  public  access  to  public  lands,  the  boundary  between  that  landowner  and  public 
land  should  be  closed  to  motorized  access  using  a “boundary  closure”  in  order  to  avoid  special 
access  privileges  for  private  landowners  onto  public  land.  Motorized  access  for  the  public  on  the 
public  lands  side  should  remain  open  to  the  boundary  closure  and  the  acquisition  of  public  right- 
of-way  should  be  pursued  with  the  private  landowner. 

8.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  keep  motorized  access  through  private  land  open  to  the  public. 

Every  public  access  closure  through  private  land  should  be  challenged  and  protected  by  asserting 
legal  right-of-ways.  The  cumulative  negative  impact  of  this  lack  of  action  has  created  private 
motorized  reserves  on  public  lands  or  defacto  wildemess/non-motorized/exclusive-use  areas 
accessible  only  to  private  landowners. 

9.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  acquire  private  land  and  right-of-ways  to  provide  access  to  public 
land  that  is  now  blocked  off  to  the  public.  This  action  is  necessary  to  reverse  the  prevailing  trend 
over  the  past  35  ± years  of  less  access  to  public  land  and  the  significant  impact  that  the 
cumulative  effect  of  closure  after  closure  has  had  motorized  access  and  motorized  recreation. 

1 0.  Implement  seasonal  closures,  where  required,  with  input  and  review  by  OHV  recreationists  that 
will:  (1)  provide  the  maximum  amount  of  OHV  recreational  opportunity  during  the  summer 
recreation  season  in  order  to  disperse  all  forms  of  hail  use  and  thus  minimize  impacts  to  trail 
users;  (2)  provide  winter  OHV  recreation  opportunities  in  low-elevation  areas  that  are  not 
critical  winter  game  range;  (3)  provide  OHV  recreation  and  access  during  hunting  season  by 
keeping  major  roads  and  OHV  loops  open  while  closing  spur  roads  and  trails  necessary  to 
provide  reasonable  protection  of  game  populations  and  a reasonable  hunting  experience;  and  (4) 
provide  OHV  recreation  opportunities  during  spring  months  in  all  areas  where  erosion  and 
wildlife  calving  conditions  reasonably  allow, 

1 1 . Existing  seasonal  closures  tend  to  separate  the  motorized  and  non-motorized  peak  use  seasons. 
One  size  does  not  necessarily  fit  every  circumstance  but  standardize  or  simplify  seasonal  closure 
dates  as  much  as  possible.  The  number  of  different  closures  periods  should  be  kept  to  a 
maximum  of  two,  if  possible,  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  and  resulting  misunderstandings. 

12.  Motorized  recreationists  would  be  willing  to  accept  area  closure  when  necessary  to  protect  the 
natural  environment  in  exchange  for  a reasonable  network  of  OHV  roads  and  trails. 

13.  In  areas  where  OHVs  must  use  a roadway,  travel  management  plans  should  include  the 
designation  of  dual-use  roads  to  allow  OHVs  to  move  from  one  trail  segment  to  another. 

1 4.  Provide  open  or  play  areas  for  motorized  recreation  opportunity  and  trials  bikes  where 
acceptable  in  selected  areas. 

15.  Motorcycle  trail  riders  enjoy  riding  single-track  trails.  Motorized  single-track  recreation  trails 
arc  limited  at  this  time  and  continue  to  decline.  Some  HUM  and  FS  districts  do  not  differentiate 
between  ATV  and  motorcycle  trails  in  their  travel  plans.  Evaluations  and  travel  plans  should 
differentiate  between  A TV  and  motorcycle  trails. 

16.  Single-track  trails  that  are  not  appropriate  for  ATV  use  should  be  kept  open  for  motorcycle  use. 

U/e  ire  i locdllY  supported  association  uinose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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03-291:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 

03-292:  Please  see  response  03-124,  paragraph  1. 
03-293:  Please  see  response  03-17. 

03-294:  Please  see  response  03-17. 

03-295:  Please  see  response  03-111. 

03-296:  Please  see  responses  03-2  and  03-111. 

03-297:  BLM  can  not  discern  access  based  on  ownership. 


k 

03-298:  BLM  has  added  Action  LR-D2.1.11  to  the  Lands 
and  Realty  section  of  Alternadve  D to  emphasize  acquir- 
ing this  t3-pe  of  access. 

03-299:  Please  see  Action  LR-D2.1.1.  BLM  has  also  added 
a Lands  and  Realty  acdon  (LR-D2.1.11)  which  would 
place  emphasis  on  acquiring  access  through  adjacent 
lands. 

03-300:  Please  see  response  03-111. 

03-301:  Please  see  response  03-111. 

03-302:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

(^3-303:  Please  see  response  03-144. 

03-304:  No  suitable  areas  have  been  identified 
lands  within  the  planning  area. 

03-305:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Refer  to 
40. 

03-306:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  Refer  to 
40. 


on  BLM 
Maps  3"'- 
Maps  3’’- 
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1 7.  Ilw  number  ot  "single  track"  motorcycle  trails  that  motorcycle  riders  seek  has  been 
significantly  reduced  over  the  last  35  years. 

1 8.  llw  integrit)  ot  the  "loop"  trail  system  should  be  maintained.  Loop  systems  minimize  the 
number  of  on-trail  encounters  because  non-motorized  trail  users  don't  encounter  motorized 
users  going  both  directions,  as  they  do  on  non-loop  trails.  Loop  trails  also  offer  trail  users  a 
more  desirable  recreational  experience.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  provide  opportunity  for 
"motorized  loop  trail  systems"  to  lessen  impacts  and  to  provide  a better  recreational  experience. 
Spurs  are  useful  for  exploration  and  reaching  destinations. 

19.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  allow  use  of  specific  roads  for  OHVs  that  are  not  licensed  for  the 
street  use  in  order  to  develop  a network  of  roads  that  tie  OHV  trails  together. 

20.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  utilize  standardized  trail  signing  and  marking  in  order  to  lessen 
confusion.  Trails  closed  unless  otherwise  marked  open  arc  not  reasonable.  Trails,  when  closed, 
should  be  signed  with  an  official,  legitimate  reason.  Monitoring  should  be  implemented  to 
justify  the  reasons  stated. 

21.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  utilize  all  trail  maintenance  and  upgrading  management  techniques, 
such  as,  bridging,  puncheon,  realignment,  drains,  and  dips  to  prevent  closure  or  loss  of 
motorized  trail  use.  Trails  should  not  be  closed  because  of  a problem  with  a bad  section  of  trail. 
The  solution  is  to  fix  the  problem  area  or  reroute  the  trail,  not  to  close  it.  If  ftmding  or 
manpower  is  a problem,  then  other  resources  should  be  looked  to  including  local  volunteer 
groups,  state  or  national  OHV  funding. 

22.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  develop  OHV  programs  that  address  more  than  law  enforcement 
needs.  OHV  programs  should  actively  promote  the  development,  enhancement,  and  mitigation 
of  OHV  recreation  opportunities. 

23.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  develop  and  use  State  Trail  Ranger  Programs  similar  to  Idaho's 
program  through  the  State  OHV  Fund,  as  well  as  volunteer  trail  maintenance  programs. 

24.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  clear  trails  early  in  the  year  to  insure  maximum  availability  and 
reduction  of  diversion  damage  caused  by  routing  around  obstacles. 

25. 

26.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  avoid  yearlong  trail  closures  if  wildlife  concerns  are  valid  only 
during  certain  seasons.  In  these  instances,  closures  should  be  seasonal  only  with  the  dates 
consistent  with  the  requirements  to  protect  wildlife. 

27.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  avoid  trail  closures  associated  with  other  actions  including  timber 
sales,  mining,  and  livestock  grazing.  Corrective  action  should  be  taken  where  trail  closures  in 
the  past  have  resulted  from  these  sorts  of  past  actions.  Loss  of  motorized  trails  because  of  past 
timber  sales  should  be  mitigated  by  connecting  old  and  new  travelways  to  create  looped  trail 
systems. 

28.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  re-establish  and/or  relocate  all  trails  and  roads  disturbed  by  other 
actions  such  as  timber  harvest,  mining,  and  livestock  grazing. 

29.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  seek  outside  review  and  input  by  OHV  recreationists  on  all 
proposed  management  decisions  affecting  motorized  recreation  opportunities  including  closures. 

30.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  establish  greater  credibility  with  motorized  recreationists  by  having 
motorized  recreation  planners  on  the  interdisciplinary  team  and  a board  of  motorized 
recreationists. 

31.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  align  non-motorized  area  boundaries  so  that  they  do  not  encroach  or 
eliminate  trails  located  at  the  edge  of  the  boundaries. 

32.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  provide  for  motorized  trails  and  vista  points  on  the  boundaries 
outside  of  the  non-motorized  areas  so  the  motorized  visitors  can  view  those  areas. 

We  ere  a locally  supported  association  ujhose  purpose  is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreationists  t Proust)  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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33.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  establish  OHV  census  collection  points  at  road  and  trail  collection 
points.  Include  an  OHV  category  on  all  trail  and  road  census  sheets. 

34.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  treat  hiking,  horses  and  mountain  bikes  as  a form  of  transportation, 
just  as  motorized  recreation  is  a form  of  transportation. 

35.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  correct  the  signing  at  trailheads  that  suggests  that  motorized  visitors 
are  more  damaging  than  other  visitors. 

36.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  keep  trails  in  proposed  non-motorized/wildemess/roadless  areas 
open.  Motorized-use  on  trails  in  these  areas  does  not  detract  from  the  wild  characteristics  in  the 
proposed  non-motorized/wildemess  area.  Additionally,  the  Roadless  Rule  specifically  allows  for 
OHV  activity  in  Roadless  areas. 

37.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  provide  good  statistics  on  the  level  of  use  by  the  various  public  land 
visitors  and  use  these  statistics  in  the  decision  processes. 

38.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  avoid  the  closure  of  trails  to  motorized  use  as  the  "easy  way  out"  in 
dealing  with  issues  created  by  non-motorized  users. 

39.  Agencies  should  recognize  that  many  roads  and  trails  were  not  originally  laid  out  with  recreation 
in  mind  and  that  changes  should  be  made  in  some  road  and  trail  segments  to  address 
environmental  and  safety  problems.  In  most  cases,  problems  can  be  mitigated  to  a reasonable 
level  and  closures  can  be  avoided. 

40.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  recognize,  in  the  form  of  access,  groups  who  expend  effort  and 
money  in  maintaining  and  improving  roads  and  trails. 

41.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  promote  multiple-use  and  not  exclusive-use.  Exclusive-use  is  the 
antithesis  of  public  access  and  recreational  opportunities  within  public  lands.  Management  for 
exclusive-use  nms  counter  to  Congressional  directives  for  multiple-use. 

42.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  make  Travel  Plan  maps  more  readily  available.  Vending  machines 
could  be  placed  in  areas  that  are  accessible  at  any  time  of  the  day  or  week  at  BLM  and  FS 
offices. 

43.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  publish  all  Travel  Plan  maps  in  the  same  format  and  in  an  easy  to 
read  format.  The  Travel  Plan  map  and  Visitors  map  should  be  the  same.  All  visitors  need  to 
clearly  understand  what  areas,  roads  or  trails  are  open  for  motorized  travel  and  what  areas,  trails, 
or  roads  are  closed  to  motorized  travel.  Current  maps  lead  to  misunderstandings  by  both  non- 
motorized  and  motorized  visitors. 

44.  Agencies  are  encouraged  to  implement  a standard  signing  convention  that  is  easily  understood. 
For  example,  there  arc  often  misunderstandings  about  seasonal  motor  vehicle  restrictions  due  to 
the  "No”  symbol  with  the  actual  closure  period  shown  below  in  small  text  that  is  often  not  seen 
or  understood.  In  this  example,  the  road  or  trail  is  open  except  during  the  period  below  but  it  is 
often  misinterpreted  as  closed. 

45.  There  needs  to  be  better  coordination  between  adjoining  National  Forest  and  BLM  lands  when 
making  maps,  laying  out  trails,  and  establishing  travel  plans.  In  some  cases  a trail  is  open  in  one 
jurisdiction  but  becomes  closed  when  it  crosses  over  the  boundary  to  another  jurisdiction 
resulting  in  an  overall  loss  of  motorized  recreation  opportunity. 

46.  Agencies  should  not  use  motorized  access  in  areas  closed  to  motorized  access  by  the  public 
because:  (a)  the  public  will  sec  the  tracks  and  could  become  upset  that  the  motorized  closure  is 
being  violated  a^or  (b)  the  public  will  see  the  tracks  and  conclude  that  motorized  access  is 
acceptable. 

47.  The  difficulty  of  a particular  route  required  can  be  identified  by  a signing  system  similar  to  ski 
runs  to  that  recreationists  arc  made  aware  of  the  skill  levels  required  and  so  that  a wide  variety 
of  routes  for  all  skill  levels  can  be  enjoyed. 


03-306:  Thank  you  tor  your  comment. 

03-307:  Please  see  responses  03-2,  03-45  and  03-111. 

03-308:  Please  see  response  03-144. 

03-309:  The  proposed  acdon  stresses  this  at  TM-Dl.1.9. 

03-310:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Concerning  volun- 
teers and  grafits,  see  responses  03-215  and  03-261. 

03-31  l:The  Proposed  Action  does  propose  closing  un- 
needed roads  in  travel  management,  wildlife,  and  special 
status  species  actions.  However,  closing  all  roads  and 
trails  containing  weeds  would  mean  prohibiting  motorized 
access  to  most  BLM  public  lands.  See  response  03-124. 

03-312:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-45. 

03-313:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-215  and  03-261. 

03-314:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Maintenance 
scheduling  is  an  implementation  action  determined  at  the 
activity  planning  level. 

03-315:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 

03-316:  The  alternative  travel  management  plans  were  de- 
veloped from  identified  public  recreational  needs  and 
necessary  resource  protection. 

03-317:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Designated  routes 
disturbed  by  resource  uses  would  be  maintained. 

03-318:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-49. 

03-319:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 

03-320:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-321:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-322:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-129. 

03-323:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  This  is  consistent 
with  agency  policy  (H-1 601-1,  Land  Use  Planning  Hand- 
book, Appendix  C).  Designations  required  are  proposed 
in  the  RMP  Transportation  and  Travel  Management  sec- 
tion. Refer  to  Actions  TM-D 1 . 1 .2  thru  TM-D  1.1.11. 

03-324:  We  are  not  aware  of  where  such  signs  exist. 

03-325  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
03-7  and  03-75. 

03-326:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 

03-327:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-328:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

03-329:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  BLM  routinely 
recognizes  volunteer  efforts. 

03-330:  Please  see  response  03-3. 

03-331:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 

03-332:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  proposed  action 
emphasizes  this  at  TM-Dl.1.9. 

03-333:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  The  proposed  action 
emphasizes  this  at  TM-Dl.1.9. 

03-334:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  The  proposed 
action  emphasizes  this  at  TM-D  1.1. 9.  Also,  see  response 
03-111. 


Ufe  tre  d loctliy  supponed  associi  tton  unose  purpose  Is  to  preserve  trails  for  all 
recreatlonists  through  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

03-335:  Many  of  BLM’s  administrative  uses  are  confined  to  the  designated  motorized  routes.  However,  management  actions  also  often  re- 
quire administrative  travel  on  other  routes.  Such  use  is  exempt  from  following  the  established  travel  restrictions  (43  CFR  834(J.0-5)  Also 
refer  to  Acdons  TM-Dl.1.4  and  TM-Dl.1.5. 

03-336:  Thank  you  for  your  suevestion.  This  implementation  level  action  can  be  considered  during  activity  planning  and  is  consistent 
with  Acdon  TM-Dl.1.9. 
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Comments 
03  (Com.) 

7 1*^  I 48.  W inter  AT  V riding  has  become  very  popular  and  winter  A TV  areas  should  be  considered  as  part 
' ' I of  the  pi\>pi>sed  action. 

4*).  A new  standard  tor  motorized  recreational  trails  could  be  developed  that  would  be  more 

beneficial  for  the  envin^nment  and  motorized  recreationists.  ITiis  new  standard  would  be  as  non- 
linear as  possible.  1 he  original  system  of  roads  and  trails  was  constructed  with  the  shortest 
distance  tmm  pK>int  A to  ptiint  B in  mind,  llie  new  standard  for  motorized  recreational  trails 
1 IQ  would  not  necessarily  follow  the  shortest  distance  and  would  include  many  curves  to  keep  the 
speed  down.  Advantages  of  this  approach  would  include:  routes  could  easily  be  moved  to  avoid 
cultural  resources  and  sensitive  environmental  areas;  less  visible  on  the  ground  and  from  the  air; 
aesthetically  pleasing;  lower  speeds  and  greater  safety;  and  greater  enjoyment  by  motorized 
recreationists.  These  sorts  of  trails  could  be  built  as  mitigation  for  any  motorized  closures 
required  as  part  of  an  action.  Please  contact  Doug  Abelin  for  more  information  on  the  non-linear 
approach  to  trail  construction. 


Responses 

03-337:  Thank  you  for  your  sugge.stion.  Designated  routes 
without  seasonal  restrictions  if  open  to  4-wheeleci  vehi- 
cles would  serve  this  need.  Refer  to  Maps  37-40. 

03-338:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Planning  and  de- 
velopment of  trail  systems  is  an  implementation  level 
action.  See  responses  03-2,  03-45,  paragraph  2 and  03- 

m. 


U/e  are  a locally  supported  association  uinose  purpose  is  w preserve  trails  for  an 
recreationists  tnrougn  responsible  environmental  protection  and  education. 
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April  14,  2006 


Eric  Thomson 

Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  BLM 

1808  N Third  Street 

Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814-3407 

Sent  Via  Email  to;  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov 

RE:  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP 

Dear  Field  Manager: 

Enclosed  are  comments  from  Friends  of  the  Clearwater,  the  Ecology  Center,  Allaince  for  the  Wild 
Rockies,  The  Lands  Council,  and  Selkirk  Conservation  Alliance  on  the  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP  DEIS. 
While  this  addresses  the  southern  part  of  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  (FO)— the  Grandmother 
Mountain  roadless  area  and  the  Pinchot  Butte  (or  Marshes)  roadless  area-in  some  detail,  we  also 
address  issues  that  are  broader  in  scope. 

1.  Range  of  Alternatives  in  Accordance  with  NEPA  Requirements 

The  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  are  misnamed  and  misleading.  Almost  every  alternative  is  identical  and  the 
variance  between  them  is  minimal,  (see  table  2- 1 ). 

For  example,  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA  and  roadless  area  (which  includes  Widow  Mountain)  is 
an  important  area  for  Moscow  residents.  However  it  is  open  to  motor  vehicles  on  trails  under  every 
single  alternative.  This  is  one  of  the  few  areas  available  for  non-motorized  recreation  near  Moscow  and 
is  heavily  used  by  organizations  and  individuals.  We  provided  scoping  comments  stressing  this  area 
must  be  closed  to  motor  vehicles  and  have  provided  documentation  of  damage,  (see  section  on  travel 
management  below). 

A basic  requirement  of  NEPA  is  that  federal  agencies  must  consider  a reasonable  range  of  alternative 
actions  in  an  EIS.  42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(c)(iii);  40  C.F.R.  1502.14;  Bob  Marshall  Alliance  v.  Model,  852 
F.2d  1223  (9th  Cir.  1988),  cert,  denied,  489  U.S.  1066  (1988).  The  range  of  alternatives  should 
"sharply  [define]  the  issues  and  [provide]  a clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker 
and  the  public."  Id.  Under  NEPA,  alternatives  analysis  must: 

(a)  Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  for  alternatives 
which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss  the  reasons  for  their  having  been 
eliminated.  ... 

(c)  Include  reasonable  alternatives  not  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency. 

40  C.F.R  B 1502.14  (a),  (c).  See  California  v.  Block,  690  F.2d  753,  765-69  (9th  Cir.  1 982)  (reversing 
F.IS  for  failure  to  address  reasonable  range  of  alternatives);  see  also  Muckleshoot  Indian  Tribe  v.  USFS, 
177  F.3d  800  (9lh  Cir.  1999)  (reversing  EIS  for  failure  to  address  rea.sonable  range  of  alternatives). 

..I  In  the  proposed  RMP  there  is  a lack  of  a range  of  altemalives-or  any  altemalivc-that  suggests  closing 
‘ I the  most  popular  nonmolorized  backcountry  area  in  the  region  to  motor  vehicles. 


04-1:  As  indicated  on  page  1-7,  roadless  area  inventories 
and  wilderness  suitability'  determinations  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  RAIP.  BLiVI’s  recommendations  on  Wilder- 
ness Study  Areas  were  forwarded  to  the  President  in 
1991.  Those  recommendations  were  later  forwarded  to 
Congress,  and  continue  to  await  Congressional  action. 
W'e  have  been  directed  by  BLM  Instruction  Memoran- 
dum No.  2003-275  that  “the  BLM’s  authority'  to  conduct 
wilderness  reviews,  including  the  establishment  of  new 
WSAs,  expired  no  later  then  October  21,  1993,  with  the 
submission  of  the  wilderness  suitability  recommendations 
to  Congress  pursuant  to  Section  603  of  the  FLPMA”  and 
also,  “that  the  BLM  is  without  authority  to  establish  new 
WSAs.”  The  three  BLM  wilderness  study  areas  within 
the  planning  area  were  recommended  non-suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  Elimination  of  allowed  motor- 
ized uses  to  manage  these  non-suitable  W'SAs  as  it  they 
were  wilderness  is  inconsistent  with  and  contrary’  to  the 
recommendations  before  Congress.  Consequently,  alter- 
natives to  make  “closed”  vehicle  designations  were  con- 
sidered but  not  carried  forward.  The  document  was 
modified  to  make  this  clear  (see  Chapter  2,  Section  2.4.5). 
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The  Seventh  Circuit  recently  explained; 


2 


No  decision  is  more  important  than  delimiting  what  these  "reasonable  alternatives"  are.  . . . One 
obvious  way  for  an  agency  to  slip  past  the  strictures  of  NF.PA  is  to  contrive  a purpose  so  slender 
as  to  define  competing  "reasonable  alternatives"  out  of  consideration  (and  even  out  of  existence). 
...  If  the  agency  constricts  the  definition  of  the  project's  purpose  and  thereby  excludes  what 
truly  are  reasonable  alternatives,  the  EIS  cannot  fulfill  its  role.  Simmons,  120  F.3d  at  660. 


This  RMP  DEIS  follows  that  pattern  mentioned  by  the  Court.  In  coming  up  with  the  purpose  and  need, 
the  agency  has  defined  the  issues  to  preclude  a reasonable  array  of  alternatives. 


2.  Forest  Vcgefation/Firc/HRV 

The  RMP  DEIS  is  based  largely  upon  a flimsy  premise  that  the  forested  areas,  in  particular,  need 
massive  and  extensive  human  intervention  to  make  them  healthy  again.  The  overriding  theme  seems  to 
be  the  forests  are  out  of  whack  because  of  fire  suppression.  Of  course,  the  changes  that  have  taken  place 
from  logging,  mining  and  grazing  are  not  emphasized. 


4 


The  DEIS  and  associated  documents  are  not  precise  in  how  to  define  forest  health.  Is  it  merely  an 
expression  of  being  within  historical  range  of  variability  (HRV)  or  does  it  include  human  economic 
concerns  as  well?  If  the  latter  is  the  case,  how  can  science  define  what  is  healthy  since  the  economic 
values  are  simply  that,  expressions  of  a value  system,  and  not  based  in  value-neutral  science?  (see 
Walder  1995) 


It  becomes  very  difficult  to  subscribe  to  the  DEIS  arguments  when  the  definitions  are  not  precise. 

The  DEIS’s  apparent  definition  of  HRV  seems  very  narrow,  without  conclusive  justification  and 
focusing  mainly  on  ponderosa  pine  types  yet  it  would  seem  the  DEIS  maintains  that  the  big  fires  of  the 
early  1900s,  natural  events  as  far  as  we  know,  put  this  area  outside  the  HRV.  Thus,  it  would  appear  the 
HRV  ought  to  be  able  to  account  for  these  events. 

What  range  of  time  is  being  used  to  determine  HRV  and  is  it  long  enough  to  be  accurate?  What  proof  is 
there  to  refute  scientific  findings  that  forest  conditions  in  1850  or  1900  were  only  a few  frames  and  not 
representative  of  an  ecological  perspective  that  should  be  from  two  to  three  thousand  years  in  length  (see 
Walder  1995  and  Johnson  et.  al  1994)? 


04-2:  The  purpose  and  need  for  the  RMP  in  no  way  im- 
pinges on  the  BLM’s  ability  to  devektp  a full  range  of 
alternatives.  In  contrast  to  your  suggestion,  the  planning 
issues  promote  consideration  of  a full  range  of  alterna- 
tives, especially  when  etjnsidering  options  for  managing 
motorized  and  non-motorized  recreation  (see  Issue  1 in 
Section  1.4.2).  However,  BLM  has  reconsidered  the  po- 
tential to  broaden  the  range  of  alternatives  in  regard  to 
management  direction  for  motorized  use  in  the  Grand- 
mother Mountain  WSA.  See  Section  2.4.6:  Alternatives 
Considered,  but  Not  Analyzed  in  Detail. 

04-3:  Research  does  indicate  that  logging,  roads,  and  other 
human  disturbances  can  promote  the  spread  of  diseases 
and  insect  infestations  (ICBEMP  2000).  ICBEMP  also 
concludes  that  the  exclusion  of  fire  combined  with  the 
harvesting  of  shade  intolerant  trees  has  resulted  in  a shift 
of  forest  dominance  to  smaller  shade  tolerant  trees  that 
are  more  susceptible  to  insects,  disease,  stress,  and  wild- 
fire. 

04-4:  See  definition  for  “Forest  Health”  added  to  the  Glos- 
sary". 

04-5:  See  definition  for  HRV  added  to  the  Glossary. 


The  steady-state  theory  of  ecology  is  inappropriate  for  time  scales  more  than  200  years  in  length.  (Webb 
and  Bartlein  1992)  Certainly,  the  goal  is  to  have  BLM-managed  public  forests  in  perpetuity.  A time 
frame  of  200  years  only  takes  us  back  to  Lewis  and  Clark,  a time  not  so  distant  when  this  area  was 
considered  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the  USA  by  the  federal  government  (though  disputed  with  the 
British)  just  as  it  is  today. 

In  the  mid- 1 800s,  the  event  known  as  the  Little  Ice  Age  was  ending.  It  may  be  that  climatic  change 
allowed  conditions  for  fires  like  those  in  the  early  1900s  to  occur  and  become  the  major  determinants  of 
the  landscape  of  today.  It  is  also  possible  that  fires  like  those  in  the  past  century  occurred  on  more  than 
one  occasion  since  the  retreat  of  the  glaciers.  Paleoecological  research  shows  the  importance  of  climate 
change  in  governing  vegetation  (Webb  and  Bartlein  1992). 

04  (Cont.) 

Vegetation  changes  seem  to  lag  behind  climate  change  (Johnson  et  al.  1994).  When  looking  at  the 
bigger  piemre  that  takes  into  account  climatic  shifts,  and  not  some  narrow,  snapshot-in-time  view,  the 
concept  of  a normal  fire  frequency  may  not  be  valid.  (Walder  1995).  Research  being  conducted  by 
Jennifer  Pierce  and  others  on  the  Boise  National  Forest  shows  this  to  be  the  case.  In  that  case,  it  appears 
big  stand  replacing  events  occurred  in  ponderosa  pine  forests  between  900  and  1 200  due  to  climatic 
conditions,  (see  Pierce  et  al.  2004) 

Given  climate  change  and  the  very  real  possibility  that  site  potential  for  various  types  have  changed  (soil 
pH  and  chemisUy,  moisture,  soil  temperature)  because  of  it,  the  view  of  HRV  on  anything  less  than  a 
time  scale  that  takes  into  account  climate  shifts  may  be  inadequate.  That  is  especially  true  given  the 
dramatic  and  scientifically  documented  increases  in  global  temperature  over  the  past  few  years.  The 
past  decade  was  the  warmest  on  record.  Again,  the  DEIS  does  not  define  the  HRV  so  it  is  impossible  to 
assess  the  assumptions  behind  the  HRV. 

Questions  need  to  be  asked  about  tbe  effects  of  climate  change,  logging,  and  fire  suppression  in  this 
area.  It  is  possible  that  all  have  irrevocably  altered  site  potential. 


HRV  was  determined  from  the  IPNF  AMS  and  the  IC- 
BEMP science  finding,  both  of  which  have  scientific 
research  supporting  their  conclusions.  Walder  1995  in- 
cludes many  discussions  of  vegetation  conditions  for  the 
last  10,000  years  and  tries  to  explain  HRV  in  terms  of 
“evolutionary"  time”.  This  information  is  irrelevant  to  the 
timeframe  the  CDFO  RMP  uses  for  “pre-settlement” 
conditions. 

The  conclusion  of  the  Johnson  et  al.  1994  paper  is  that 
“large-fire  years”  defined  by  the  total  acres  burned  is 
related  to  weather  systems  and  their  effects  on  drying  of 
forest  fuels  over  large  areas.  The  article  mentions  that 
there  was  a large-scale  shift  in  fire  frequencies  in  the  mid- 
1700,  related  to  climate  change  associated  "with  the  Litde 
Ice  Age.  There  is  no  mention  of  HRV.  The  article  would 
appear  to  support  the  concept  that  1850  or  1900  would 
be  a better  representation  of  historic  conditions  than 
those  of  2000-3000  years  ^go  given  the  Little  Ice  Age 
climate  change. 


For  example,  Tiedemarm  et.  al.  (2000)  challenge  the  use  of  “historic  range  of  conditions”  and  call  into 
question  the  whole  notion  that  we  can,  or  even  should,  try  to  replicate  such  conditions  by  stating: 

“Nearly  100  years  of  fire  exclusion,  possible  climate  changes,  and  past  management  practices 
may  have  caused  these  communities  to  cross  thresholds  and  to  reside  now  in  different  steady 
states.” 


It  may  be  impossible  to  differentiate  between  the  roles  played  by  climate  change  and  fire  suppression. 
Some  research  suggests  that  the  effects  of  both  may  be  similar. 


6 


Any  forest  condition  that  is  maintained  through  intense  mechanical  manipulation  is  not  maintaining 
ecosystem  function.  We  request  site-specific  disclosure  of  the  historical  data  used  to  arrive  at  any 
assumption  of  “desired  conditions,”  We  do  not  believe  the  proposed  management  activities  are 
designed  to  foster  the  processes  that  naturally  shaped  the  ecosystem  and  resulted  in  a range  of  natural 
structural  conditions,  they  are  merely  designed  to  recreate  what  the  agency  believes  were  structural 
conditions  in  a single  point  in  time  that  the  FS  considers  “natural.”  Generally,  past  process  regimes  are 
better  understood  than  past  forest  sUaicture.  How  are  you  factoring  in  fire,  insects,  tree  diseases,  and 
other  natural  disturbances  in  specifying  the  structural  conditions  you  assume  to  be  representative  of  the 
historic  range? 


In  attempting  to  replicate  some  as  yet  to  be  defined  HRV,  the  DEIS  adopts  a strategy  nearly  identical  to 
the  logging  of  the  past  which  resulted  in  forest  fragmentation  and  the  conditions  of  today.  It  rejects 
natural  fire  as  a component  of  the  landscape  and  oft'ers  no  way  for  the  BLM  to  cooperate  with  the  Forest 
Service  on  natural  fire  plans.  For  example,  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area,  remote  as  it  is,  is  a good 
place  to  allow  natural  fire  to  play  its  role  in  the  ecosystem. 

Ilie  irony  is  this:  BLM  in  the  RMP  DEIS  blames  fire  suppression  as  the  reason  for  vegetation  change 
yet  wants  to  continue  along  that  same  fire  suppression  path.  While  the  agency  may  need  to  be  careful  in 
areas  immediately  adjacent  to  structures  (see  Coben  1999),  some  of  the  more  remote  areas,  like 
Grandmother  Mountain  mentioned  above,  can  allow  natural  processes  to  shape  their  character.  Bl.M 
has  completely  rejected  this  alternative. 
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04-6:  HRV  was  determined  from  the  IPNF  AMS  and  the 
ICBEMP  science  finding  (see  definition  in  Glossair), 
both  of  which  have  scientific  research  supporting  their 
conclusions.  Both  of  these  also  use  local  information,  and 
the  ICEBMP  uses  regional  information.  Fire,  insects, 
disease  and  other  natural  disturbances  are  considered  in 
HRV.  The  alternatives  presented  would  attempt  to  put 
the  forest  in  a condition  where  the  effects  from  natural 
disturbances  are  less  damaging. 

04-7:  The  RMP  is  different  than  the  MFP  under  which  we 
are  currently  operating.  The  MFP  places  emphasis  on 
meeting  an  allowable  sal6  quantity.  The  RMP  will  place 
emphasis  on  returning  the  forest  to  historic  species  com- 
position, structure,  and  function  (see  Goal  \T-1).  Re- 
moval of  forest  products  will  be  a result  of  the  treatment 
applications  applied  not  the  purpose  for  apphing  the 
treatment.  Use  of  natural  fire  is  not  rejected  and  is,  in 
fact,  considered  in  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D,  based  on 
ecological  conditions,  resources  at  risk  and  weather  con- 
ditions. (see  Objectives  \T'-B1.4,  (il.4  and  D1.4  and 
Objectives  \\’F-B1.4,  Cl. 4 and  D1.4). 
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Regarding  tire,  Hutto  (I  W5)  state.s: 

Fire  (and  its  atiermath)  should  be  seen  tor  what  it  is:  a natural  process  that  creates  and 
maintains  much  of  the  variety  and  biological  diversity  of  the  Northern  Rockies. 

This  statement,  carefully  considered,  calls  into  question  the  whole  BI,M  rationale  for  “managing” 
wildfire  as  is  has  historically  “managed”  it.  Rather  than  trusting  nature  to  right  the  wrongs  perpetrated 
by  past  misguided  BLM  policies,  the  BLM  now  insists  upon  managing  itself  out  of  the  supposed 
“unnatural"  conditions  created  by  its  own  mismanagement,  a kind  of  administrative  hubris  specifically 
addressed  by  Hutto  (1995): 

Fire  is  such  an  important  creator  of  the  ecological  variety  in  Rocky  Mountain  landscapes 
that  the  conservation  of  biological  diversity  [a  goal  in  the  RMP  and  of  FLPMA]  is  likely 
to  he  accomplished  only  through  the  conservation  of  fire  as  a process. . .Efforts  to  meet 
g legal  mandates  to  maintain  biodiversity  should,  therefore,  be  directed  toward  maintaining 

processes  like  fire,  which  create  the  variety  of  vegetative  cover  types  upon  which  the 
great  variety  of  wildlife  species  depend. 

Unfortunately,  we  are  not  currently  managing  the  land  to  maintain  the  kind  of  early 
successional  serai  stages  that  follow  stand-replacement  fires  and.  hence,  many  fire- 
dependent  plant  and  animal  species.  . . . Most  of  the  forested  landscape  in  the  northern 
Rockies  evolved  under  a regime  of  high-intensity,  large  fires  every  50-100  years,  not 
under  a regime  of  low -intensity,  frequent  understory  burns,  (emphasis  added) 

That  last  point  is  crucial.  BLM  is  trying  to  apply  a model  that  does  not  fit  the  landscape.  BLM  further 
errs  in  suggesting  that  fire  suppression  has  been  effective  for  1 00  years.  That  is  completely  inaccurate, 
the  huge  1910  fires  occurred  94  years  ago.  The  huge  fires  in  1934  occurred  a little  over  70  years  ago. 
Indeed,  agency  figures  suggest  fire  suppression,  in  terms  of  acreage  burned,  did  not  become  effective 
until  about  1950. 

The  assumptions  about  vegetation,  pre-1900s  and  fire  frequency  may  be  incongruous.  In  other  words,  it 
seems  a bit  of  a stretch  for  the  landscape  and  serai  stages  to  be  what  they  supposedly  were  pre-1900 
under  the  fire  regimes  and  other  physical  factors  supposedly  present  in  this  area  Stochastic  modeling 
could  give  an  idea  if  that  is  indeed  the  case. 

The  same  kind  of  modeling  could  also  give  us  an  idea  of  the  time  frames  it  would  take,  under  the 
various  alternatives,  for  the  FO  area  to  regain  the  HRV  the  agency  says  the  ecosystem  previously 
operated  within  (again,  that  HRV  would  have  to  be  defined).  In  other  words,  will  the  proposed 
treatments  indeed  emulate  natural  processes  prevent  stand-replacing  fire  when  natural  processes  didn’t 
do  so  in  the  early  1900s  (long  before  massive  logging  or  so-called  fire  suppression),  the  very  events  that 
created  the  stands  of  lodgepole  that  are  quite  prevalent  in  the  area? 

The  fact  that  areas  may  have  missed  some  fire  cycles  may  not  be  important  at  all  for  a couple  of  reasons. 
First,  is  the  predominance  of  lethal  fire  in  the  area  like  in  1910  which  sets  the  successional  stages  at 
levels  far  different  than  those  the  agency  claims  are  historic.  This  is  true  for  ponderosa  pine  types  as 
well  in  this  area  which  tend  to  be  a bit  wetter  than  the  more  typical  ponderosa  pine  types  further  south. 
Second,  is  the  fact  that  these  cycles  are  not  hard  and  fast  This  second  question  is  addressed  briefly 
below. 

I Other  models  of  fire  regimes  need  to  be  considered.  Some  research  suggests,  even  in  the  most  studied 
ponderosa  pine  fire  types  that  fire  return  intervals  are  far  from  certain  and  may  be  far  different  (if  valid 
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Q I at  all)  than  previously  believed.  Baker  and  Ehle  (2001)  note  in  the  abstract  of  their  recent  peer-reviewed 
paper  note: 

“Present  understanding  of  fire  ecology  in  forests  subject  to  surface  fires  is  based  on  fire-scar 
evidence.  We  present  theory  and  empirical  results  that  suggest  that  fire-history  data  have 
uncertainties  and  biases  when  used  to  estimate  the  population  mean  fire  interval  (FI)  or  other 
parameters  of  the  fire  regime.  First,  the  population  mean  FI  is  difficult  to  estimate  precisely 
because  of  unrecorded  fires  and  can  only  be  shown  to  lie  in  a broad  range.  Second,  the  interval 
between  tree  origin  and  first  fire  scar  estimates  a real  fire-free  interval  that  warrants  inclusion  in 
mean-FI  calculations.  Finally,  inadequate  sampling  and  targeting  of  multiple-scarred  trees  and 
high  scar  densities  bias  mean  FIs  toward  shorter  intervals.  In  ponderosa  pine  (Pinus  ponderosa 
Dougl,  ex  P.  & C.  Laws.)  forests  of  the  western  United  States,  these  uncertainties  and  biases 
suggest  that  reported  mean  FIs  of  2-25  years  significantly  underestimate  population  mean  FIs, 
which  instead  may  be  between  22  and  308  years.  We  suggest  that  uncertainty  be  explicitly  stated 
in  fire-history  results  by  bracketing  the  range  of  possible  population  mean  FIs.  Research  and 
improved  methods  may  narrow  the  range,  but  there  is  no  statistical  or  other  method  that  can 
eliminate  all  uncertainty.  Longer  mean  FIs  in  ponderosa  pine  forests  suggest  that  (i)  surface  fire 
is  still  important,  but  less  so  in  maintaining  forest  structure,  and  (ii)  .some  dense  patches  of  trees 
may  have  occurred  in  the  pre-Euro- American  landscape.  Creation  of  low-density  forest  structure 
across  all  parts  of  ponderosa  pine  landscapes,  particularly  in  valuable  parks  and  reserves,  is  not 
supported  by  these  results.” 

Given  this  research,  the  concept  of  HRV  may  not  be  valid.  In  fact,  the  agency  needs  to  take  a look  at  all 
the  assumptions  behind  the  HRV  and  compare  them  with  the  differences  in  the  scientific  literature. 

The  Baker  and  Ehle  paper  calls  into  question  the  use  of  fire  scars  in  establishing  mean  fire  intervals  and 
suggests  that  previous  reports  based  upon  fire  scars  may  be  biased.  Most  research  is  based  upon  fire 
scars. 


Responses 


04-8:  4'he  RMP  is  different  than  the  Mh'P  under  which  we 
are  currently  operating.  The  MFP  places  emphasis  on 
meeting  an  allowable  sale  quantity.  The  RMP  will  place 
emphasis  on  returning  the  forest  to  historic  species  com- 
position, structure,  and  function  (see  Goal  VF-1). 

BLM’s  fire  management  strategy  is  to  use  wildfire  to 
achieve  forest  characteristics  more  representative  of  his- 
torical conditions  (see  Goal  WF-1).  At  the  same  time, 
BLM  must  preserve  and  restore  listed  species  habitat. 
Allowing  nature  to  take  its  course  is  not  a feasible  option 
in  all  areas  due  to  the  diversity  of  resources  in  the 
CDAFO.  Therefore,  the  fire  management  actions  de- 
scribed in  the  alternatives  have  been  developed  to  give 
BLM  forestry  staff  the  flexibility  needed  to  respond  to 
an  altered  landscape,  evolving  resource  needs,  and  a 
changing  regulatory  environment. 

BLM  agrees  that  natural  fire  regimes  are  the  goal  and, 
where  feasible,  wants  to  use  fire  to  achieve  goals.  The 
issue  is  complicated  by  landownership  patterns,  human 
habitation,  current  forest  species  composition,  past  man- 
agement actions,  and  public  sentiment. 

The  key  to  understanding  the  natural  role  of  fire  in  the 
planning  area  is  in  realizing  the  intricacies  and  interaction 
of  vegetation  with  soil,  weather  and  geographic  features 
that  creates  the  unique  simation  that  exists  in  the  Panhan- 
dle of  Northern  Idaho.  The  Panhandle  area  cannot  be 
compared  directly  with  the  standard  model  for  the  North- 
ern Rockies  which  has  a much  dr\’er  climate  and  much 
different  fire  regimes  as  supported  by  the  FRCC  defini- 
tions and  mapping  (Hann,  Wendal,  Havlina,  Doug, 
Shlisky,  Ayn  et  al.  2003).  The  Panhandle  has  a much 
stronger  component  of  mosaic  t\pe  fires  with  areas  of 
high-intensity  stand  replacing  fire  mixed  with  areas  of 
low-intensity  underburns  and  islands  of  unburned  areas. 
This  mosaic  pattern  is  primarily  driven  by  fuel  loads  as 
they  interact  with  weather  to  create  the  conditions  of 
large  fire  spread  (Turner  and  Romme  1994).  To  only 
look  at  “crown  fire”  spread,  conditions  and  impacts  is 
overlooking  the  often  greater  impacts  to  the  soil  and 
vegetation  from  high-intensity  ground  fires  that  are  pri- 
marily driven  by  fuel  load  conditions. 


04-9:  The  alternatives  and  actions  in  the  RMP  are  based  on 
the  best  information  available  to  BLM  staff,  as  well  as 
their  institutional  knowledge  of  on-the-ground  condi- 
tions. 


Regardless  of  whether  Baker  and  Ehle  are  right,  or  those  using  fire  scars  to  establish  fire  regimes  are 
right,  or  none  are  right,  or  all  have  validity,  the  fact  remains  these  scientists  appear  to  have  somewhat 
different  view  of  ponderosa  pine  systems,  or  at  least  what  we  think  we  know  about  them.  The  same 
questions  about  fire  scars  need  to  be  asked  about  other  forest  types  as  well.  This  should  have  been  fully 
recognized  and  evaluated  in  the  RMP  DEIS. 

What  peer-reviewed  scientific  studies  refute  a plethora  of  scientific  studies  and  papers,  including  studies 
by  the  your  sister  agency,  the  Forest  Service,  which  note  that  most  northern  Rocky  forests,  including 
most  of  the  types  found  in  this  analysis  area  are  within  healthy  HRV?  (see  Turner  and  Romme  1994, 

Hutto  1995,  Barren  et  al.  1991,  Weiretal.  1995,  Ament  1997).  What  scientific  evidence  refutes  the 
findings  in  Ament  (1997)  where  he  quotes  from  Hutto  (1995),  that,  “the  origin  of  most  Rocky  Mountain 
forest  stands  can  be  traced  to  stand-replacement  fires”  instead  of  “mild  understory  bums?”  What 
evidence  is  there  that  refutes  the  plethora  of  studies,  including  the  Forest  Service’s  fire  categories,  that 
stand-replacement  fire  is  normal  for  many  forest  types? 

Many  timber  sales  in  the  past  few  years  in  the  interior  West  have  claimed  a need  to  return  conditions  to 
a "pre-settlement"  status.  We  question  the  authenticity  of  this  model  and  cite  two  references  that  seem 
to  refute  the  idea  that  our  forests  were  far  more  open.  The  John  Lieberg  reports  from  1 897-9,  part  of 
the  US  Geological  Surveys  of  the  I890's  indicate  stand  densities,  species  by  type  and  size,  and  contain 
phrrtographs  Ztd  descriptions  of  forest  reserves  in  North  Idaho,  including  the  Priest  River,  Bitterroot  and 
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Cocur  d'Alene  areas.  They  elearly  show  high  stem  densities,  many  snags  and  burnt  areas  and  few  open 
stands.  The  Skovlin  and  I'homas  report  Interpreting  l^ong-  Term  Trends  in  Blue  Mountain  F.cosystems 
from  Repeat  I’hotography,  Paeific  Northwest  Researeh  Station  PNW  G'l  R-315,  June  1995,  shows  many 
photos  from  60-80  years  ago  with  stands  that  are  very  dense,  as  well  as  many  stands  that  appear  to  be 
recently  burned.  In  the  ease  of  both  the  USGS  John  Lieberg  reports  and  the  Blue  Mountain  report  there 
is  little  evidence  of  the  widely  spaced  forest  that  current  BLM  timber  sales  are  trying  to  attain.  We 
believe  the  bias  toward  logging  has  unduly  influenced  forest  management  and  that  an  honest  appraisal  of 
stand  succession,  historic  processes  and  desired  future  condition  must  be  made. 

The  DEIS  indicates  that  large  stand-replacing  tires  are  not  desired.  Yet,  they  were  in  the  range  of 
variability  and  the  DEIS  seeks  to  replay  the  lodgepole  pine  cycle. 

Ihe  attempts  at  breaking  up  tbe  landscape  to  prevent  or  reduce  large,  stand-replacing  fires  may  be 
useless.  If  not,  there  is  no  real  need  to  create  anymore  breaks  in  the  landscape  as  any  aerial  photograph 
or  satellite  imagery  will  attest  much  has  already  occurred,  especially  in  the  Coeur  d’Alene  River 
drainage.  In  any  case.  Cohen  (1999)  suggests  that  to  protect  buildings  and  structures,  anything  beyond 
100  meters  is  not  efficient.  His  research  suggests  that  for  purposes  of  community  structure  protection, 
the  WUl  is  only  100  meters  or  so  wide. 
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The  DEIS  fails  to  analyze  some  important  findings  about  logging  and  fire.  Both  the  Sierra  Nevada  and 
Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Projects  found  that  logging  was  a major  reason  for 
increased  intensity  and  severity  of  wildland  fire.  Della  Sala  et  al  (1995  and  1995a)  and  Henjum  et 
al.(1994)  agree  that  scientific  evidence  does  not  support  the  hypothesis  that  logging,  thinning,  minimize 
the  effects  of  fire. 
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That  leads  to  another  issue.  Lodgepole  pine  (in  fire  groups  three  and  four,  see  Smith  and  Fischer 
1997)  are  in  stand-replacing  fire  regimes  (Cooper  et  al.  1991,  Barrett  1982  and  Green  1994  in  Smith 
and  Fischer  1997).  Research  from  lodgepole  pine  in  Yellowstone  found  stand-replacing  or  severe 
fires  are  a function  of  weather,  not  fuel  load  (Turner  et  al.  1994).  This  contradicts  the  main 
assumption  in  the  DEIS  based  upon  forest  structure  and  VRUs. 
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The  DEIS,  in  one  of  its  schizophrenic  incarnations,  presents  a version  of  history  that  is  speculative,  at 
best,  given  the  information-the  science  is  not  definitive  on  historical  conditions,  though  the  DEIS 
pretends  it  is.  The  belief  that  small,  cool  fires  shaped  the  landscape  of  North  Idaho  is  not  consistent  with 
the  data,  especially  the  events  on  the  early  1900s.  The  belief  that  fire  suppression  everywhere  has  led  to 
hotter  fires  currently  is  not  consistent  with  the  bum  intensity  and  severity  of  recent  fires  (see  for 
example,  the  Beaver  Lakes  complex  fire  BAER  report  of  2003  from  the  adjacent  Clearwater  National 
Forest  that  showed  the  logged  private  lands  burned  much  hotter  than  the  unlogged  national  forest). 

Even  if  it  were  trae  fires  are  burning  hotter  now.  there  is  considerable  evidence  it  is  because  of  climate 
change,  not  fuel  amounts. 


It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  impacts  on  vegetation  because  of  the  confusing  array  of  habitat  or 
vegetation  typing.  VRUs  don’t  correlate  well  with  other  methods  and  don’t  fit  in  with  the  habitat  types 
found  in  Forest  Service  literature  on  fire  regimes  (see  Smith  and  Fischer  1997). 


Some  species  of  trees,  native  insects,  and  disease  organisms  are  often  described  by  the  agency  as 
“invasive”  or  somehow  bad  for  the  ecosystem.  Such  contentions  that  conditions  are  somehow 
"unnatural”  runs  counter  to  more  enlightened  thinking  on  such  matters.  For  example,  Harvey  et  al., 
1 994  state: 
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Although  usually  viewed  as  pests  at  the  tree  and  stand  scale,  insects  and  disease 
organisms  perform  functions  on  a broader  scale. 


. . . Pests  are  a part  of  even  the  healthiest  eastside  ecosystems.  Pest  roles — such  as  the 
removal  of  poorly  adapted  individuals,  accelerated  decomposition,  and  reduced  stand 
density — may  be  critical  to  rapid  ecosystem  adjustment 


...In  some  areas  of  the  eastside  and  Blue  Mountain  forests,  at  least,  the  ecosystem  has 
been  altered,  setting  the  stage  for  high  pest  activity  (Gast  and  others,  1991).  This 
increased  activity  does  not  mean  that  the  ecosystem  is  broken  or  dying;  rather,  it  is 
demonstrating  functionality,  as  programmed  during  its  developmental  (evolutionary) 
history. 
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The  vegetation  section  seems  to  suggest  logging  as  a way  to  reduce  insect  and  disease  damage  to  timber 
stands.  As  far  as  we  are  aware,  the  BLM  has  no  empirical  evidence  to  indicate  its  "treatments”  for 
"forest  health”  decrease,  rather  than  increase,  the  incidence  of  insects  and  diseases  in  the  forest.  Since 
the  BLM  doesn’t  cite  research  that  proves  otherwise  in  this  RMP  DEIS  we  can  only  conclude  that 
“forest  health”  discussions  are  unscientific  and  biased  toward  logging  as  a “solution.”  Please  consider 
the  large  body  of  research  that  indicates  logging,  roads,  and  other  human  caused  disturbance  promote 
the  spread  of  tree  diseases  and  insect  infestation. 


For  example,  multiple  studies  have  shown  that  annosus  root  disease  (Heterobasidion  annosum, 
formerly  named  Fomes  annosus),  a fungal  root  pathogen  that  is  often  fatal  or  damaging  for  pine,  fir, 
and  hemlock  in  western  forests,  has  increased  in  western  forests  as  a result  of  logging  (Smith  1989). 
And  researchers  have  noted  that  the  incidence  of  armosus  root  disease  in  true  fir  and  ponderosa  pine 
stands  increased  with  the  number  of  logging  entries  (Goheen  and  Goheen  1989).  Large  stumps  served 
as  infection  foci  for  the  stands,  although  significant  mortality  was  not  obvious  until  10  to  15  years 
after  logging  (Id.). 


The  proportion  of  western  hemlock  trees  infected  by  annosus  root  disease  increased  after 
precommercial  thinning,  due  to  infection  of  stumps  and  logging  equipment  wounds  (Edmonds  et  al. 
1989,  Chavez,  et  al.  1980). 


Armillaria,  a primary,  aggressive  root  pathogen  of  pines,  true  firs,  and  Douglas-fir  in  western  interior 
forests,  spreads  into  healthy  stands  from  the  stumps  and  roots  of  cut  trees  (Wargo  and  Shaw  1985), 
The  fungus  colonizes  stumps  and  roots  of  cut  trees,  then  spreads  to  adjacent  healthy  trees.  Roots  of 
large  trees  in  particular  can  support  the  fungus  for  many  years  because  they  are  moist  and  large 
enough  for  the  fungus  to  survive,  and  disease  centers  can  expand  to  several  hectares  in  size,  with 
greater  than  25%  of  the  trees  affected  in  a stand  (id.).  Roth  et  al.  ( 1 980)  also  noted  that  Armillaria 
was  present  in  stumps  of  old-growth  ponderosa  pine  logged  up  to  35  years  earlier,  with  the  oldest 
stumps  having  the  highest  rate  of  infection. 

Filip  ( 1 979)  observed  that  mortality  of  saplings  was  significantly  correlated  to  the  number  of 
Dougla.s-fir  stumps  infected  with  Armillaria  mellea  and  laminated  root  rot  (Phellinus  weirii), 
McDonald,  et  al.  (1987)  concluded  the  pathogenic  fungus  Armillaria  had  a threefold  higher 
occurrence  on  disturbed  plots  compared  to  pristine  plots  at  high  productivity  sites  in  the  Northern 
Rockies.  Those  authors  also  reviewed  past  studies  on  Armillaria,  noting  a clear  link  between 
management  and  the  severity  of  Armillaria-caused  di.seasc. 


Responses 

04-10:  BI.M  agrees  that  the  harvest  of  trees  can  cause  the 
increased  intensity  of  wildfire.  Research  has  shown  that 
harvesting  of  large  shade  intolerant  trees  resulted  in  a 
shift  of  forest  dominance  to  smaller  shade  tolerant  trees 
that  are  more  susceptible  to  wildfire,  stress,  insects,  and 
disease  (Hann,  Jones,  Karl,  et  al.  1997  in  ICBPIMP  2fXX)). 

Research  does  indeed  show  that  thinning  can  minimize 
the  effects  of  fire.  Thinning  from  below  and  possibly  free 
thinning  can  most  effectively  alter  fire  behavior  by  reduc- 
ing crown  bulk  density,  increasing  crown  base  height,  and 
changing  species  composition  to  lighter  crowned  fire 
adapted  species.  Such  intermediate  treatments  can  reduce 
the  severity  and  intensity  of  wildfires  for  a given  set  of 
physical  and  weather  variables  (Graham,  Harvey,  Jain,  and 
Tonn  1999). 

While  it  is  reasonable  to  agree  that  fires  will  spread 
through  managed  forests,  and  that  extreme  weather  con- 
ditions can  overshadow  benefits  of  fuel  reduction,  the 
evidence  provided  does  not  make  the  case  that  salvage, 
thinning  and  logging,  when  designed  to  reduce  fuel  haz- 
ards and  implemented  as  planned,  do  not  reduce  the  risk 
of  unnaturally  large  or  severe  wildland  fires. 

Henjum  et  al.  1994  is  a “Report  to  Congress”  about  old 
growth  forest  management  in  forests  east  of  the  Cascade 
crest  in  Washington  and  Oregon.  In  the  summar)’  of  the 
report  the  statement  is  made  “Many  ecologists  believe 
that  the  combined  effects  of  logging  old  growth  and  fire 
prevention  have  significandy  increased  the  vulnerability  of 
Eastside  landscapes  to  catastrophic  disturbances...”  The 
report  states  “Salvage  (removing  dead,  fallen  woody  ma- 
terials) and  thinning  (cutdng  small  live  trees)  are  two 
legidmate  techniques  - but  not  the  only  ones  — for  lower- 
ing risk  from  such  disturbances..”  (referring  to  drought, 
fire,  insects,  and  pathogens).  And  states  that  “no  consen- 
sus exists  on  silvicultural  practices  for  minimizing  ef- 
fects... on  the  conditions  under  which  LS/OG  (late- 
successional/old  growth)  should  be  entered...”  The  re- 
port does  not  “agree  that  scientific  evidence  does  not 
support  the  h^’pothesis  that  logging,  thinning,  minimize 
the  effects  of  fire.” 

It  is  standard  practice  and  knowledge  in  the  ’aildland 
firefighting  community  that  containment  opportunities 
and  efforts  are  generally  far  more  successful  and  safer  for 
both  the  public  and  firefighters  in  areas  that  have  been 
managed  in  the  past.  When  management  activities  in- 
clude fuels  treatments  the  result  in  lower  FRCC  ratings 
has  the  same  affect  on  a “running  “ fire  as  previously 
burned  areas.  This  is  dramatically  illustrated  in  the  Moose 
Fire  Progression  maps  from  2001.  This  fire  in  the  course 
of  making  major  runs  of  15,000  plus  acres  split  at  the 
head  and  burned  around  both  sides  of  an  area  that  was 
burned  in  the  1980’s  (http://w\tAv.nps.gov/glac/ 
resources/ fires_2001  / moose/index.htm). 


(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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04-1 1:  \X’c  agree  that  weather  does  play  a role  in  stand  replacing  or  severe  fires;  however,  research  also  suggests  that  wildfire  behavior  is 
infiuenced  by  physical  setting  (local  to  regional  topography  and  terrain  features),  fuels  (composition,  structure,  moisture  content  of  dead 
and  live  vegetation  and  detritus).  (Rothermel  1983,  Chandler  and  others  1991,  Debano  and  others  1998,  Graham  and  others  1999  In  Gra- 
ham, McCaffrey  and  Jain,  2004). 


Tlie  subject  of  Turner  et  al.  1994  is  the  relationship  between  crown  fire  and  landscape  pattern.  You  are  correct  about  what  this  paper  says 
about  3’ellowstone  fire  return  intert^als  (200-400  years  from  Romme  1982  and  Romme  and  Despain  1989).  The  paper  also  indicates  that  the 
fire  return  interv'al  for  “western  Montana,  northern  Idaho  (the  CdA  RMP  Planning  Area)  is  90-150+  based  on  Arno  1980.  The  implication 
in  the  paper  regarding  the  effect  of  weather  on  fire  regime  is  specifically  related  to  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Colorado.  The  “research  in 
3 ellowstone”  concerning  altered  fire  regimes  were  attributed  to  a “non-equilibrium  landscape”.  In  the  article,  a landscape  in  equilibrium  is 
one  where  “...distributions  of  stand  age  classes  or  successional  stages  that  show  little  or  no  change  over  time.”  The  paper  does  not  discuss 
the  condition  of  northern  Idaho’s  lodgepole  pine  forest  as  being  in  equilibrium  or  not.  A critical  element  to  the  understanding  and  use  of 
information  in  this  article  is  to  remember  that  “crown  fire”  can  not  be  directly  translated  to  mean  “high-intensity”  or  “stand-replacing”. 
Stand-replacing  fires  are  often  low-intensity,  and  stand-replacing  fires  are  not  always  crown  fires. 


The  BLM  forest  and  woodland  vegetation  management  goal  places  emphasis  on  returning  the  forest  to  historic  species  composition,  struc- 
ture, and  tunction  (see  Goal  VF-1)  using  various  treatment  actions  described  in  Objectives  VF-B1.2,  Cl. 2,  & D1.2,  Objectives  VF-B1.3, 
C.1.3,  D1.3,  Objective  VF-B1.4,  C1.4,  & D1.4.,  and  Objectives  WF-B1.4,  C1.4,  and  D1.4.  At  the  same  time,  BLM  must  preserve  and  re- 
store listed  species  habitat.  Allowing  nature  to  take  its  course  is  not  a feasible  option  in  aU  areas  due  to  the  diversity  of  resources  in  the 
planning  area.  Using  the  treatment  applications  described  in  the  alternatives  for  Forest  Woodland  vegetation  and/or  Wildland  Fire  Use 
gives  BLM  forestn’  and  fuels  staff  the  flexibility  needed  to  respond  to  an  altered  landscape,  evolving  resource  needs,  and  a changing  regula- 
tor}’ environment. 

04-12:  The  HRV  was  determined  from  the  IPNF  AMS  and  the  ICBEMP  science  finding  both  of  which  have  scientific  research  supporting 
their  conclusions.  Both  of  these  also  use  local  information,  and  the  ICEBMP  uses  regional  information.  The  information  presented  in  Sec- 
tion 3.2.8  (VC’ddland  Fire  Ecolog}'  and  Management)  uses  information  provided  by  GAP,  ICBEMP,  BLM,  and  USFS. 

Table  3-17  shows  that  the  Dry’  Conifer  comprises  approximately  35%  of  the  three  major  forest  woodland  vegetation  ty’pes  and  is  in  a Fire 
Regime  Class  I which  generally  has  low  severity  fires  (small  cool  fires).  The  Wet/Cold  and  Wet/ Warm  comprise  approximately  the  remain- 
ing 65%  of  the  three  major  forest  woodland  vegetation  types  and  are  in  Fire  Regime  Class  IV  and  V which  have  stand  replacement  severity 
fires.  From  GAP  analysis.  Table  3-17  also  shows  that  the  Dry’  Conifer  vegetation  is  in  a Fire  Regime  Condition  Class  3 and  the  \X’et/Warm 
and  Wet/ Cold  Conifer  ty’pes  are  in  a Fire  Regime  Condition  Class  2.  None  are  in  Fire  Regime  Condition  Class  I but  instead  are  considered 
to  be  unhealthy,  non-functioning,  and  at  risk  for  losing  key  ecosystem  components. 

As  noted  in  Section  3.2.8,  fire  suppression  efforts  and  resource  management  activities  have  influenced  the  structure  and  composition  of 
these  forest  woodland  vegetation  types.  Table  3-14  shows  that  between  1974  and  1992  there  has  been  substantial  increases  in  number  of 
live  trees  per  acre,  suppressed  trees  per  acre  (which  comprise  fuel  ladders),  trees  infected  with  disease  and  insects,  and  number  of  dead  trees 
per  acre.  ICBEMP  shows  that  continuing  current  management  would  lead  to  a decline  in  ecological  integrity.  The  function  and  process  of 
the  ecological  process  has  changed.  The  risk  and  severity  of  fire  continues  to  grow.  Whereas  lethal  fires  played  a lesser  role  in  the  past  on 
the  landscape,  lethal  fires  now  exceed  non-lethal  fires. 

BLM  agrees  that  weather  does  play  a role  in  stand  replacing  or  severe  fires  especially  with  drought  conditions  that  have  persisted;  however, 
research  suggests  that  there  is  still  uncertainty  to  impacts  from  global  warming.  Research  also  suggests  that  wildfire  behavior  is  influenced 
by  physical  setting  (local  to  regional  topography  and  terrain  features)  and  fuels  (composition,  structure,  moisture  content  of  dead  and  live 
vegetation  and  detritus)  (Rothermel  1983,  Chandler  and  others  1991,  Debano  and  others  1998,  Graham  and  others  1999  In  Graham, 
McCaffrey  and  Jain,  2004). 

The  BAER  report  provides  estimates  of  burn  severity  on  National  Forest  and  Plum  Creek  Timber  Company.  The  report  indicates  that  Plum 
Creek  lands  had  a higher  percentage  of  moderate  and  high  burn  severity  than  the  National  Forest.  The  report  writers  attribute  the  outcome 
to  “the  presence  of  red  logging  slash  on  portions  of  their  [Plum  Creek]  land.  The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  Slope,  aspect,  fuel  loadings, 
and  the  ty’pe  of  vegetative  cover  present  when  the  fire  burned  influenced  the  severity  of  the  burn.”  The  report  does  not  address  tire  sup- 
pression effect  on  fire  severity.  The  report  also  does  not  indicate  whether  National  Forest  lands  were  logged. 

04-13:  BLM  agrees  with  your  statement  that  research  does  indicate  that  logging,  roads,  and  other  human  disturbances  can  promote  the  spread 
of  diseases  and  insect  infestations  (ICBEMP  2000).  Logging  does  not  equal  land  treatment  actions  as  you  seem  to  indicate.  Rather,  log- 
ging may  be  part  of  the  land  treatment  action  to  recover  commercial  forest  products  (e.g.  hew  wood,  sawlogs,  hog  fuel,  etc.)  Under  Alterna- 
tives B,  C,  & D,  BLM  has  chosen  a variety  of  silvicultural  treatments  including  thinning  and  prescribed  fire  to  reduce  insect  and  disease 
damage  to  timber  stands. 

Treatments  would  be  designed  to  reduce  the  number  of  trees  that  are  susceptible  to  insect  and  disease  mortality.  Also,  stress  from  mer- 
stocking  and  drought  is  a known  contributor  to  insect  and  disease  mortality,  and  reducing  stand  density  has  been  shown  to  reduce  stress 
from  nutrient  and  water  competition.  As  an  example,  research  has  shown  that  thinning  overly  dense  forests  before  rather  than  after  an 
outbreak  has  started  is  one  of  the  best  methods  of  reducing  infestation  and  preventing  mortality  c'aused  by  bark  beetles  on  residual  trees 
(Sartwcll  and  Stevens  1975,  Cole  and  Cahill  1976,  McDowell  et  al  200.3). 
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Morrison  and  Mallcit  (19%)  observed  lhal  infection  and  mortality  from  the  root  disease  Armillaria 
ostoyae  was  several  times  higher  in  forest  stands  with  logging  disturbance  than  in  undisturbed  stands, 
and  that  adjacent  residual  trees  as  well  as  new  regeneration  became  infected  when  their  roots  came 
into  contact  with  roots  from  infected  stumps. 

Pre-commercial  thinning  and  soil  disturbance  led  to  an  increased  risk  of  infection  and  mortality  by 
black-stain  root  disease  (Leptographium  wageneri)  in  Douglas-fir,  with  the  majority  of  infection 
centers  being  close  to  roads  and  skid  trails  (Hansen  et  al.  1988).  Also  another  Black-stain  root  disease 
(Verticicladiella  wagenerii)  occurred  at  a greater  frequency  in  Douglas-fir  trees  close  to  roads  than  in 
trees  located  25  m or  more  from  roads  (Hansen  1978).  Witcosky  et  al.  (1986)  also  noted  that 
precommercially  thinned  stands  attracted  a greater  number  of  black-stain  root  disease  insect  vectors. 

Complex  interactions  involve  mechanical  damage  from  logging,  infestation  by  root  diseases,  and 
attacks  by  insects.  Aho  et  al.  ( 1 987)  saw  that  mechanical  wounding  of  grand  fir  and  white  fir  by 
logging  equipment  activated  dormant  decay  fungi,  including  the  Indian  paint  fungus  (Echinodontium 
tinctorium). 

Trees  stressed  by  logging,  and  therefore  more  susceptible  to  root  diseases  are.  in  turn,  more 
susceptible  to  attack  by  insects.  Goheen  and  Hansen  (1993)  reviewed  the  association  between 
pathogenic  fungi  and  bark  beetles  in  coniferous  forests,  noting  that  root  disease  fungi  predispose  some 
conifer  species  to  bark  beetle  attack  and/or  help  maintain  endemic  populations  of  bark  beetles. 

Goheen  and  Hansen  (1993)  observed  that  live  trees  infected  with  Laminated  root  rot  (Phellinus  weirii) 
have  a greater  likelihood  of  attack  by  Douglas-fir  beetles  (Dendroctonus  pseudotsugae).  Also, 
Douglas-fir  trees  weakened  by  Black-stain  root  disease  (Leptographium  wageneri  var.  pseudotsugae) 
are  attacked  and  killed  by  a variety  of  bark  beetle  species,  including  the  Douglas-fir  bark  beetle  (D. 
pseudotsugae)  and  the  Douglas-fir  engraver  (Scolytus  unispinosis)  (id.). 

The  root  disease  Leptographium  wageneri  var.  ponderosum  predisposes  ponderosa  pine  to  several 
bark  beetle  species,  including  the  mountain  pine  beetle  (D.  ponderosae)  and  the  western  pine  beetle 
(D.  brevicomis)  (Goheen  and  Hansen  1993). 

A variety  of  root  diseases,  including  black-stain.  Armillaria,  and  brown  cubical  butt  rot  (Phaeolus 
schweinitzii),  predispose  lodgepole  pine  to  attack  by  mountain  pine  beetles  in  the  interior  west.  The 
diseases  are  also  believed  to  provide  stressed  host  trees  that  help  maintain  endemic  populations  of 
mountain  pine  beetle  or  trigger  population  increases  at  the  start  of  an  outbreak  (Goheen  and  Hansen 
1993). 

Grand  and  white  fir  trees  in  interior  mixed-conifer  forests  have  been  found  to  have  a high  likelihood 
of  attack  by  the  fir  engraver  (Scolytus  ventralis)  when  they  are  infected  by  root  diseases,  such  as 
laminated  root  rot,  Armillaria.  and  annosus  (Goheen  and  Hansen  1993). 

More  western  pine  beetles  (Dendroctonus  breviformis)  and  mountain  pine  beetles  (D.  ponderosae) 
were  captured  on  trees  infected  by  black-stain  root  disease  (Ceratocystis  wageneri)  than  on  uninfected 
trees  (Goheen  et  al.  1985).  The  two  species  of  beetle  were  more  frequently  attracted  to  wounds  on 
trees  that  were  also  diseased  than  to  uninfected  trees.  They  also  noted  that  the  red  turpentine  beetle 
(Dendroctonus  valens)  attacked  trees  at  wounds,  with  attack  rates  seven-to-eight  times  higher  on  trees 
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infected  with  black-stain  root  disease  than  uninfected  trees.  Spondylis  upiformis  attacked  only 
wounded  trees,  not  unwounded  trees  (Id.). 
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Specific  to  the  Grandmother  Mountain/Pinchot  Butte  Area,  it  makes  no  sense  to  allow  logging  in  or 
around  Pinchot  Marshes  or  Marks  Butte/Freezeout  Ridge  (see  maps  9 to  12).  The  former  is  an 
important  area  that  should  be  an  ACEC  and  a WSA,  especially  the  eastern  half  of  the  BLM- 
administered  portion  of  public  land  south  of  the  Freezeout  Saddle  road.  The  western  half  of  that 
parcel  is  very  steep  and  not  conducive  to  logging. 
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Marks  Butte  is  part  of  the  Grandmother  Mountain  roadless  area.  In  the  forest  plan  revision,  the  USFS 
is  preliminary  recommending  that  the  area  not  be  subject  to  logging. 


3.  Minerals 
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None  of  the  alternatives  propose  a no-leasing  option  for  any  sensitive  areas.  Rather,  BLM  proposed  a 
no  surface-occupancy  lease.  However,  lease  stipulations  do  not  always  hold.  NSO  stipulations  can 
be  chanced  and  amended.  At  a very  minimum,  one  alternative  that  closed  off  sensitive  areas  like 
Grandmother  Mountain  and  Pinchot  Butte  WSA/roadless  areas  to  leasing  should  have  been 
considered. 
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Similarly,  few  areas  are  proposed  to  be  segregated  or  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry.  Given  the 
ecological  importance,  wildness,  and  recreation  values  of  areas  like  Grandmother  Mountain  and 
Pinchot  Butte  areas,  this  entire  high  elevation  area  should  be  closed  to  mineral  entry. 


4.  Travel  Planning 
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The  RMP  DEIS  offers  no  alternative  for  non-motorized  users.  Almost  all  trails  are  open  to  this  use. 
No  alternatives  look  at  closing  routes  that  have  significant  resource  damage  or  user  conflict  (see 
attached  photo  of  damaging  and  illegal  use  in  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA.  One  is  a pioneered 
route  by  motorcycles  off  of  Widow  Mountain,  over  a snowbank,  and  down  off-trail.  Others  show 
damage  and  illegal  trail  rerouting  from  motorized  users  who  avoid  even  small  downed  logs  by  driving 
around  them.  This  violates  both  NEPA  and  the  Executive  Orders  on  ORV  use. 
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There  should  be  an  alternative  that  closes  The  Delaney  Creek  trail,  the  one  over  Lookout  Mountain, 
and  the  ones  up  to  Lost  Lake,  Little  Lost  Lake  and  Fish  Lake  Creek  (the  Little  North  Fork). 
Furthermore,  the  completely  open  nature  of  the  Pinchot  Butte  and  the  Marks  Butte/Freezeout  area  to 
snowmobiles  is  a serious  problem.  This  is  perhaps  the  best  if  not  the  only  wolverine  and  lynx  habitat 
on  BLM-managed  public  land.  The  Freezeout  Area  is  also  popular  for  cross-country  skiers.  All  of 
the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA  and  roadless  area  (including  Marks  Butte)  and  all  of  the  Pinchot 
Butte  are  should  be  closed  to  snowmobiles. 
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Citizens  have  had  an  ongoing  dialogue  with  officials  of  both  agencies  over  the  vehicle  problem  in  the 
Grandmother  Mountain  area.  Recently,  Palouse  Group  Sierra  Club  and  Friends  of  the  Clearwater 
sponsored  a meeting  with  the  St.  Joe  District  Ranger  to  discuss  the  ORV  problem.  Forty  or  Fifty 
people  attended  and  were  very  concerned  about  the  u.se  of  vehicles  In  this  potential  wilderness.  Some 
cooperative  venture  needs  to  be  undertaken  between  BLM  and  the  USFS  on  vehicle  management  in 
this  area. 


04-14:  Timber  management  actions  in  steep,  mountainous 
areas  would  utilize  cable  systems  and  helictjpter  logging. 

04-15:  The  BLM  parcel  to  the  north  and  east  of  Marks 
Butte  is  part  of  the  Widow  Mountain  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  under  Alternadves  C and  D.  As  such, 
the  parcel  will  be  intensively  managed  to  retain  the  semi- 
primidve  recreadonal  setdng.  Thus,  any  vegetadon  treat- 
ment must  comply  with  this  objeedve.  This  parcel 
(except  for  Forest  Road  301)  will  also  be  designated  as  a 
right-or-way  avoidance  area  under  Alternadve  D,  due  to 
the  semi-primidve  setdng  and  its  adjacency  to  a Forest 
Service  Inventoried  Roadless  Area  that  will  be  managed 
as  backcountry  under  the  Proposed  Revised  IPNF  Forest 
Plan  (FS  - 2006). 

04-16:  This  RMP  is  intended  not  to  propose  acdons  spe- 
cific to  any  pardcular  project,  but  to  propose  and  evaluate 
acdons  that  encompass  the  range  of  possible  projects  that 
plan  is  intended  to  be  flexible  and  provide  a framework 
for  a range  of  project-specific  opdons.  The  leasing  of 
minerals  on  public  lands  is  a discredonar)'  act  and  thus 
the  BLM  will  determine  prior  to  issuing  any  exploradon 
license  if  an  area  needs  special  protecdon,  hence  the 
NSOs  and  CSUs  developed  during  the  RAIP  process. 
Areas  designated  as  a WSA  are  closed  to  leasing  (H-8550- 
1,  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  Under  Wilder- 
ness Review)  until  Congress  makes  a determinadon  on  its 
status.  If  an  area  achieves  Wilderness  status  then  it  re- 
mains withdrawn  from  the  leasing  laws.  If  Congress  does 
not  designate  the  area  as  Wilderness  then  the  RMP  rec- 
ommends specific  management  prescripdons  for  each  of 
these  areas.  In  the  case  of  Grandmother  Mountain  and 
Crj'stal  Lake  WSAs,  NSO  1 and  CSU  1 will  be  applied.  It 
is  true  that  these  sdpuladons  can  be  excepted  or  waived 
but  that  is  a determinadon  made  at  the  project  level.  Pin- 
chot Butte  is  not  part  of  the  BLM  land  base  and  therefore 
outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

04-17:  The  fact  that  a specific  acdon  is  not  mendoned  in 
the  RAIP  does  not  preclude  it  from  happening.  If  Con- 
gress designates  the  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA  as 
Wilderness  it  will  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entr\%  leas- 
ing, and  sale.  The  RMP’s  focus  is  to  prescribe  manage- 
ment direcdon  to  ensure  tl^e  area  retains  its  wilderness 
values  until  Congress  determines  its  status  (H-8550-1, 
Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  Under  'VC'ildemess 
Review).  If  Congress  does  not  designate  the  area  as  Wil- 
derness, then  the  RMP  provides  management  direcdon 
that  will  protect  idendfied  special  status  species  and 
unique  environments  while  balancing  BLM’s  mission  of 
muldple  use  of  the  public  lands.  Pinchot  Butte  is  not  part 
of  the  BLM  land  base  and  therefore  outside  the  scope  of 
this  RMP. 

04-18:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  See  response  Pl-1, 
paragraphs  2 and  3 and  05-24. 

04-19:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  See  response  04-1. 

(94-20:  Impacts  to  the  lynx  have  been  renewed  during  for- 
mal consultadon  wdth  the  USFWS,  and  specific  consert'a- 
don  measures  from  the  Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amend- 
ment Biological  Assessment  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  RMP.  Acdon  TM-D  1.1.3  restricts  snowmobile  use 
around  wolverine  den  sites.  The  Grandmother  Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area  is  also  closed  to  snowmobile  use 
by  /\cdon  TM-D  1.1.3. 

(condnued  on  the  following  page) 


K-82 


Proposed  Coeur  d’Alene  Kesotme  Management  Plan  and  Vinal  Hmironmental  Impact  Statement 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  und  Responses 


Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

(.'>4-2 1:  Thank  vou  for  vour  suggestion.  BI.M  has  identified  this  as  an  issue  and  recognizes  the  need  for  collaboration. 
D 1.1.9  and  RC-D  1.8.3. 


Refer  to  Actions  'FM- 
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04  (Cont.) 

5.  Wildlife 


The  RMP  DEIS  does  a poor  job  in  protecting  wildlife.  A couple  of  examples  illustrate  this  point. 


First,  the  elk  guidelines  do  not  include  the  complete  recommendations.  There  is  no  enforceable 
suindard  to  keep  specific  miles  of  road  or  motorized  trail  per  square  mile  of  land  or  a similar  habitat 
effective  measure  for  various  areas.  Simply  put,  the  elk  habitat  guidelines  are  meaningless  without  a 
clear  requirement  that  roads  and  motorized  trails  must  be  kept  within  specific  spatial  constraints. 
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The  RMP  DEIS  offers  little  protection  for  sensitive  and  listed  wildlife  species  like  lynx,  wolverine, 
fisher  and  cavity  nesters.  In  the  case  of  lynx  and  wolverine,  two  species  that  are  negatively  affected 
by  snowmobiles  (see  EGAS  and  Ruggerio  et  al.  1994.  USDA  Forest  Service  GTR  RM-254  and 
updates),  only  alternative  C provides  protection  from  snowmobiles  (2-60).  The  other  alternatives 
provide  protection  around  "known”  denning  sites,  but  that  is  hard  to  determine  in  the  middle  of  the 
winter  so  it  is  a meaningless  standard.  Even  alternative  C has  problems  as  it  invites  snowmobile  use 
on  high-elevation  roads  (for  example  Freezeout  Saddle)  without  adequate  enforcement. 
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Snag  standards  are  inadequate  in  alternatives  A and  B.  The  other  alternatives  provide  for  more  snags 
but  emerging  science  suggests  that  even  the  higher  numbers  may  not  be  adequate. 
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Similarly,  old  growth  needs  to  be  set  aside  and  protected.  The  plan  does  not  provide  for  a 
comprehensive  way  to  do  this. 


6.  Water  Quality/Fish  Habitat 

The  adoption  of  the  CNFISH  rather  than  INFISH  is  a mixed  bag.  fhe  new  standards  improve  slightly 
on  FNFISH  in  certain  aspects,  but  in  crucial  aspects,  the  CNFISH  standards  are  weaker  than  the 
existing  INFISH  standards. 
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Regarding  RHCAs  or  RCAs,  the  standards  should  require  that,  at  a minimum,  default  buffers  be 
adopted.  In  instances  where  larger  buffers  are  justified  (and  there  are  places  they  need  to  be 
implemented)  then  those  should  apply. 
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In  roads  management,  the  CNFISH  is  much  weaker  than  current  INFISH.  Current  INFISH  standards 
require  that  RMOs  be  met,  in  CNFISH  it  only  requires  BLM  “to  strive  to  meet”  the  RMOs.  Also 
INFISH  requires  avoidance  of  hydrological  flow  paths,  CNFISH  is  much  weaker  in  that  regard. 
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The  standards  in  CNFISH  that  refer  to  “expected,  near  natural  period  of  restoration”  further  weaken 
requirements  of  meeting  RMOs.  These  should  be  eliminated. 


CNFISH  is  not  the  necessary  replacement  for  INFISH  in  that  both  are  quite  similar.  The  BLM  can’t 
meet  the  requirements  of  bull  trout  by  continuing  with  a program  essentially  the  same  as  the  one  that 
was  intended  to  be  only  a temporary,  stop-gap  measure. 


We  conclude  this  section  of  the  comment  letter  with  this  passage  from  Frissell  and  Bayles  (1996): 


Most  philosophies  and  approaches  for  ecosystem  management  put  forward  to  date  are 
limited  (perhaps  doomed)  by  a failure  to  acknowledge  and  rationally  address  the 
overriding  problems  of  uncertainty  and  ignorance  about  the  mechanisms  by  which 

04  fCont.') 

complex  ecosystems  respond  to  human  actions.  They  lack  humility  and  historical 
persptective  about  science  and  about  our  past  failures  in  management.  They  still 
implicitly  subscribe  to  the  scientifically  discredited  illusion  that  humans  are  fully  in 
control  of  an  ecosystemic  machine  and  can  foresee  and  manipulate  all  the  possible 
consequences  of  particular  actions  while  deliberately  altering  the  ecosystem  to  produce 
only  predictable,  optimized  and  socially  desirable  outputs.  Moreover,  despite  our  well- 
demonstrated  inability  to  prescribe  and  forge  institutional  arrangements  capable  of 
successfully  implementing  the  principles  and  practice  of  integrated  ecosystem 
management  over  a sustained  time  frame  an  at  sufficiently  large  spatial  scales,  would-be 
ecosystem  managers  have  neglected  to  acknowledge  and  critically  analyze  past 
institutional  and  policy  failures.  They  say  we  need  ecosystem  management  because 
public  opinion  has  changed,  neglecting  the  obvious  point  that  public  opinion  has  been 
shaped  by  the  glowing  promises  of  past  managers  and  by  their  clear  and  spectacular 
failure  to  deliver  on  such  promises. 


04-22:  The  22  recommendations  in  Appendix  1 do  not 
include  two  related  to  livestock  grazing  because  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  D wtiuld  reduce  livestf>ck  grazing 
from  4,004  to  1,218  acres.  Action  FVC'-C2.1.5  would 
reduce  or  maintain  open  permanent  road  densities  to  one 
mile  of  road  per  square  mile  of  land  outside  of  urban  or 
rural  areas.  Acdon  P’W-C2.1,4  would  close  and  partially 
obliterate  all  newly  constructed  roads  upon  completion  of 
their  need  and  purpose.  These  actions  are  repeated  for 
the  conservadon  of  Canada  lynx  [SS-Dl.1.6  Transporta- 
don  1(c)]  and  wolverine  (SS-D2.4.4  and  SS-D2.4.5). 

04-23:  The  objeedve  and  acdons  for  lynx  under  the  Pro- 
posed Acdon  (Alternadve  D)  for  this  Proposed  RMP/ 
Final  EIS  comes  from  the  Preferred  Alternadve 
(Alternadve  F)  from  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Northern 
Rockies  Lynx  Amendment  (Forest  Service  2004).  The 
Forest  Service  submitted  a Biological  Assessment  to  the 
FW'S  for  consultadon  regarding  the  Lynx  Amendment. 
The  BLM  submitted  a BA  to  the  FWS  for  consultadon 
regarding  this  RMP/EIS. 

Much  of  the  suspected  wolverine  denning  habitat  on 
BLM  public  lands  lies  within  the  Crystal  Lake  WSA. 
Addidonal  suspected  denning  habitat  lies  within  the 
Roche  Divide  ACEC  (Alternadve  C).  The  BLM  has  and 
win  condnue  to  coordinate  inventories  with  the  Idaho 
Fish  and  Game,  as  funding  allows. 

Acdons  SS-D2.2.1  and  SS-D2.3.1  would  implement  ac- 
dons under  FW'-D2.2,  which  would  retain  habitats  for 
cavity  nesters  and  fisher. 

04-24:  The  snag  standard  for  Alternadve  A comes  from 
the  exisdng  land  use  plan.  Numbers  of  trees  and  snags  for 
retendon  in  alternadves  C and  D come  from  the 
Interior  Columbia  Basin  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
(2000).  This  is  the  latest  perdnent  science  BLM  is  aware 
of. 

04-25:  Vegetadon  treatments  in  the  vicinity  of  old 

growth  stands  would  follow  direcdon  in  the  Vegetadon 
-Forests  and  Woodlands  Acdon  VF-B  1.2.6,  VF-Cl.2.6, 
or  VF  Dl.2.7.  Also,  a unique  old  growth  stand  is  pro- 
tected under  Alternadves  C and  D with  the  designadon 
of  the  Farnham  Forest  RN/v/ACEC. 


7.  Weed  Control 
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The  RMP  DEIS  does  little  to  help  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds.  Spraying  herbicides  and  importation 
of  exotic  weed  pests  (bio-control)  are  Band-Aids  that  have  their  own  problems.  Prevention  is  the  best 
tool  for  weed  spread  and  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  this  issue.  For  example  the  following 
measures  could  be  considered: 


30 


1-  In  conjunction  with  the  USES,  require  an  inspection  of  all  vehicles  before  entering  BLM- 
administered  public  lands. 


31 


2-  Prohibit  livestock  and  packstock  grazing  and/or  use  in  areas  that  currently  contain  weeds  until  the 
weeds  are  eliminated.  Stock  grazing  on  weeds  along  trails  or  in  meadows  carry  and  deposit  those  weed 
seeds  into  other  places.  Even  if  livestock  are  free  of  weeds  when  entering  public  lands,  they  can  still 
spread  weeds  if  allowed  to  graze  in  areas  that  contain  weeds. 
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3-  Prohibit  ORVs  from  trails  that  contain  weeds  and  close  all  backcountry  trails  to  ORV  use.  Travel 
planning  is  essential  in  helping  to  prevent  weed  spread.  Vehicles  are  the  vectors  that  have  spread  weeds 
seeds  throughout  the  North  Idaho.  Closing  the  WSAs  and  areas  contiguous  to  national  Forest  roadless 
areas  to  vehicles,  closing  unneeded  roads,  and  requiring  vehicle  inspection  are  all  potential  measures. 
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4-  Close  all  roads  that  have  weeds  until  weeds  are  eliminated,  perhaps  on  a rotating  basis.  While  this 
measure  may  not  be  popular,  if  the  agency  is  truly  committed  to  weed  eradication,  this  should  be 
considered. 
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5-  Close  all  administrative  sites,  campgrounds  (formal  and  informal)  unless  and  until  they  are  certified 
as  weed  free. 


35 


6-  (Quarantine  all  animals  for  at  least  48  hours  prior  to  entering  backcountry  trails.  Having  a quarantine 
corral  established  at  all  .stock  trailheads  and  have  the  trailheads  staffed  (especially  during  hunting 
season)  and  slocked  with  pelletized  feed  (weed-free  hay  isn’t,  people  would  be  required  to  either  bring 
in  pelletized  feed  for  the  quarantine  or  purcha.se  it  from  the  campground  host  at  the  trailhead)  is  a start. 


04-26:  Default  buffers  are  provided  under  both  INFISH 
and  CNFISH.  Please  see  “RHCAs/RCAs”  section 
of  Appendix  D. 

04-27:  CNFISH  was  designed  to  give  BLM  managers 
flexibility  in  applying  INFISH  measures.  BLM’s 
intent  is  to  attain  the  same  or  greater  level  of  RMO 
attainment  under  CNFISH  as  would  have  been  realized 
under  INFISH,  but  using  a wider  array  of  possible 
methods  of  doing  so.  Some  of  the  road  Standards  and 
Guidelines  in  CNFISH  are  actually  stronger  than  IN- 
FISH. For  example,  RF-2a  in  CNFISH  requires  analy- 
sis prior  to  constructiori  • of  roads  and  landings  in  all 
RCAs,  while  INFISH  only  requires  this  in  priorirv  wa- 
tersheds. In  RF-2b  INFISH  guidance  is  to  minimize 
roads  and  landings  in  RHCAs,  while  CNFISH  guidance 
is  to  close  existing  roads  and  avoid  construction  of  new 
roads  and  landings  in  RCAs. 


(continued  on  the  folkwing  page) 
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04-28:  Where  the  RMOs  are  not  being  met,  the  amount  of  recovery'  time  to  achieve  the  RMOs  can  be  highly  variable  depending  on  the 
RMCX  the  pardcular  aquatic  system,  influences  from  other  landowners,  climate,  etc.  It  would  be  inaccurate  to  place  generic  timelines  on 
RMO  achievement,  however  if  no  timelines  are  specified,  attainment  of  RMOs  could  be  delayed. 

Specifying  that  the  RMOs  are  met  within  the  “expected,  near  natural  period  of  restoration”,  and  requiring  that  this  period  is  defined  by  an 
aquatic,  soils  or  riparian  specialist,  ensures  that  recovery  is  not  being  delayed  or  prevented. 

04-29:  BLM  feels  that  a regional  approach  to  weed  control  combined  with  prevendon  of  the  ty-pes  of  disturbance  that  commonly  promote 
weed  infestadons  is  the  best  opdon.  By  condnuing  BLM’s  pardcipadon  in  CWMAs,  eliminadng  cross-country  OHV  travel,  implemendng 
BMPs  to  minimize  and  midgate  for  ground-disturbing  aedvities,  reducing  vectors  for  weed  seed  transport,  and  closing  unnecessary  roads, 
BLM  is  aedvely  addressing  the  problem  of  invasive  species  in  the  CDAFO.  These  BLM  prevendon  measures,  along  with  educadon  efforts 
designed  to  inform  the  public  of  weed  prevention  issues,  will  help  reduce  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  on  BLM  lands.  BLM  does  feel  that 
prevendon  is  a vital  part  of  any  successful  weed  management  strategy. 

04-30:  Please  see  response  04-29. 

04-31:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Although  this  may  not  be  added  to  the  alternadves  for  the  RMP,  BLM  periodically  updates  its  weed 
management  plan  and  will  consider  all  such  suggesdons. 

04-32:  The  Proposed  Acdon  does  propose  closing  unneeded  roads  in  travel  management,  wildlife,  and  special  status  species  acdons.  How- 
ever, closing  all  roads  and  trails  containing  weeds  would  mean  prohibidng  motorized  access  to  most  BLM  public  lands.  Also,  see  the  re- 
sponse to  comment  #1  regarding  closing  of  WSAs  to  motorized  vehicles. 

04-33:  Most  or  all  roads  in  the  CFO  have  weeds  of  some  sort.  AH  such  sites  are  subject  to  weed  control  measures  designed  to  contain  their 
spread  and  eliminate  new  occurrences. 

04-34:  Most  or  all  recreadonal  and  administradve  sites  have  weed  populadons  to  a certain  degree.  AU  such  sites  are  subject  to  weed  control 
measures  designed  to  contain  their  spread  and  eliminate  new  occurrences. 

04-35:  The  BLM  Idaho  State  Office  is  currently  proposing  action  that  will  require  the  use  of  certified  weed-free  hay,  straw,  and  mulch  on 
BLM-administered  public  land  in  Idaho.  This  proposed  action  would  require  all  visitors,  permittees,  and  operators  to  use  certified  weed- 
free  hay,  straw,  and  mulch  when  visiting  or  conducting  authorized  activides  on  BLM-administered  public  land  in  Idaho.  This  measure  is 
needed  to  prevent  and  slow  the  continued  spread  of  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  on  public  land.  This  policy  is  similar  to  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  weed-free  hay  order  and  will  provide  consistency  for  users  of  both  BLM  public  land  and  National  Forest  land  in  Idaho. 
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7-  Require  pelletized  feed.  There  is  a great  deal  of  doubt  that  all  certified  feed  is  in  fact  weed  free. 
Pellets  are  a simple  and  proven-elTective  remedy.  Individuals  visiting  the  national  forests  should  be 
responsible  to  change  the  diet  of  their  stock  gradually  to  pelletized  feed. 
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8-  Where  possible,  consider  establishing  a mandatory  permit  system  for  visitors.  This  way,  visitor  use 
can  be  better  monitored  a problems  avoided. 


8.  Wilderness  Study  Area/Special  Management  AreasAVild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
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The  RMP  fails  to  even  consider  section  202  of  FLPMA  in  evaluating  wilderness  potential  of  areas 
missed  during  the  wilderness  review.  Only  Congress,  not  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  has  the 
constitutional  power  to  exempt  BLM  from  the  requirements  of  FLPMA.  The  failure  of  BLM  to 
analyze  additional  wilderness  under  section  202  is  a fatal  flaw.  This  is  particularly  important  for  the 
Pinchot  Butte  area  that  contains  the  unique  Pinchot  Marshes  and  is  contiguous  to  a roadless  area  on 
the  IPNF. 
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The  ACEC  for  the  Little  North  Fork/Lund  Creek  should  be  expanded  to  include  all  of  the  public  land 
in  the  Pinchot  Creek  hydrological  drainage. 
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All  the  rivers  must  be  considered  suitable  for  wild  river  status.  BLM  needs  to  change  the  incongruity 
between  the  wild  river  recommendations  and  the  fact  that  motor  vehicles  are  allowed  on  trails  next  to 
those  segments  (Little  Lost  Lake  Creek,  Lost  Lake  Creek  and  Fish  Lake  Creek/Little  North  Fork 
rivers). 


9.  Public  Land  Management 
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Working  with  the  Forest  Service  to  consolidate  land  may  be  more  efficient.  Given  that  BLM  manages 
less  than  100,000  acres  in  all  of  this  FO,  most  of  which  is  contiguous  to  the  Idaho  Panhandle  national 
Forest  ( at  2.5  million  acres),  it  may  make  sense  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  USFS  to  manage 
those  areas.  Furthermore,  if  BLM  is  either  unwilling  or  incapable  of  controlling  motorized  use  in  and 
around  Grandmother  Mountain  WSA,  then  a land  transfer  to  the  US  Forest  Service  should  be 
considered.  This  would  improve  management  efficiency  and  consolidate  this  area  of  public  land. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  giving  serious  and  thoughtful  consideration  to  our  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Gary  Macfarlane 
Ecosystem  Defense  Director 
Friends  of  the  Clearwater 
PO  Box  9241 
Moscow,  ID  83843 
(208)882-9755 


Mike  Peterson 

Executive  Director 

The  Lands  Council 

423  W.  First  Street  Suite  240 

Spokane,  WA  99201 
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Jeff  Juei 

The  Ecology  Center 
314  N.  1st  Street 
Missoula,  Montana  59802 


Alliance  for  the  Wild  Rockies 
PO  Box  8731 
Missoula,  MT  59807 


Liz  Sedler 

Selkirk  Conservation  Alliance 

POBox  1809 

Priest  River,  ID  83856 


Table  of  References 


04-36:  Please  see  response  04-35. 

04-37:  Site  specific  recreation  management  actions  are 
analyzed,  evaluated,  and  determined  at  the  activity  plan- 
ning level  which  follows  Special  Recreation  Management 
Area  designations  made  in  the  RMP.  Some  of  the  RMP 
proposed  actions  do  describe  a “framework”  for  the  ac- 
tivity planning  that  will  follow.  For  recreation  manage- 
ment actions  relating  to  the  Grandmother  Mountain 
WSA  refer  to  Actions  RC-Dl. 8.2-5.  (Reference  H-1 601-1 
Land  Use  Planning  Handbook,  Appendix  C). 


04-38:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1, 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 


04-39:  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  D),  the 
boundaries  of  the  Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEC  would  be 
expanded  to  incorporate  other  areas  with  related  special 
values  in  this  vicinity  (see  Map  55). 

04-40:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
05-16. 

04-41:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  A number  of  op- 
tions for  land  adjustments  will  be  considered  on  a project 
level  basis. 


04-42:  The  western  portion  of  the  Grandmother  Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area  was  transferred  to  the  Forest 
Servtice  by  Congress  with  the  Arkansas-Idaho  Land  Ex- 
change Act  of  1992.  When  this  happened,  BLM  travel 
restrictions  no  longer  applied  to  the  transferred  portion 
of  the  WSA.  OHV  damaged  areas  in  the  vicinity  of 
Grandmother  Mountain  and  Grandfather  Mountain  along 
trails  251  and  275  are  already  managed  by  the  Forest 
Servtice. 
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Comments 


Bureau  of  l^aiKl  Mana^tement 
Cocur  d'Alene  KickI  Office 
ATTN:  RMP 
1 808  N.  Third  SirecI 
Cocur  d'Alene  ID  81814 


April  13.  2006 

Ki':  Idaho  C'oaaer\'atlon  l^eagae  and  The  Wfldcn»e«!«  Society  commenl}i  on  tlw  C'oeur  d’Alene  Kidd 
Office  Reaoarcrc  Management  Flan  DK.IS 

Dear  Mr.  Thomson: 


Thank  you  for  alkiwing  the  Idaho  C(»nj«crvati<m  [.caj^uc  and  The  Wilderness  5HK'idy  lo  comments  on  (lie 
Bureau  of  land  Managenicnrs  C'ncur  d'Alene  Field  Office  Resource  Management  Plan  DFIIS.  The  Idaho 
C'onscrvalton  league  (ICL)  and  The  W ildcmcsH  S<Kiety  (TWS)  have  a Uwg  hisUwy  of  involvement  with 
land  management  issuca. 

As  Idaho's  largest  slate-baaed  c«mM:rvalH)(i  organi/atiiin.  ICL  represents  over  9.000  members.  man>  of 
whom  enjoy  these  areas  for  recreation  and  educational  purposes  and  have  a deep  pcrs<>nat  interest  in 
protecting  the  ecological  integrity  of  our  public  landa. 

TWS  soek.s  to  insure  that  natural  resAiuicc  managctncni  decisions  are  based  on  sound  science  arvd  that  the 
ecological  integrity  of  the  public  lands  is  preserved. 


1 


Our  main  concern  with  the  DKIS  involves  the  absence  ofa  aufficiem  range  of  aliematives  and  the  lack  of 
specificity  included  in  the  description  of  altcmaiivcs  and  potential  cnvimnmcntal  impacts.  We  feet  that 
the  document  fails  to  consider  a full  range  of  rcasonAbk  alicniatives  in  enough  detail  to  provide  the 
decision-maker  and  the  public  with  an  understanding  of  the  full  scope  of  possible  opiums  ti>  achieve  a 
purpose  or  goal,  as  required  by  NHPA.  As  a resuh.  we  strongly  feel  that  (he  KHIS  should  provide  for  an 
additional  comment  period  in  order  to  adequately  consider  issues  and  concents  and  to  provide  (lie  ixiblic 
with  an  additional  opportunity  for  review. 


We  look  forward  lo  being  inv<»lvod  in  the  revision  process  for  the  Cocur  d'Alene  RMP.  As  your  otiice 
conducts  further  analysis  on  this  propctjul.  w'c  Ik^vc  that  you  will  fully  address  our  concerns  and  ensure 
(hat  we  remain  on  your  mailing  list  for  all  future  NTPA  d^Kumenls,  mailing.s,  (h*  other  materials 
as!ux:ialcd  w ith  this  analysis. 

Our  detailed  comments  arc  attached  below. 


Sincerely, 


/%/  Jonathan  Oppenheimer 
J<malhan  Oppenheimer 
Idaho  Conservation  league 


/s/  Craig  Oehrke 

Cniig  Gchrke 

Fhe  Wilderness  StK'idy 


Responses 


05-1;  Direction  in  resource  management  plans  is  intention- 
ally general  in  nature.  More  specificity  and  detail  is  pro- 
vided during  implementation  when  actions  and  site- 
specific  projects  are  proposed.  The  alternatives  for  the 
Draft  and  Proposed  RMP  were  prepared  in  accordance 
with  federal  regulations  and  BLM  policy.  43  CFR  1610.0- 
5 (k)  states  "It  [a  resource  management  plan]  is  not  a final 
implementation  decision  on  actions  which  require  further 
specific  plans,  process  steps,  or  decisions  under  specific 
provisions  of  law  and  regulations."  Regarding  plan  deci- 
sions, the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1610- 
1)  Appendix  C,  specifies  that  “These  broad-scale  deci- 
sions guide  future  land  management  actions  and  subse- 
quent site-specific  implementation  decisions."  Even 
though  the  alternatives  ■ are  general,  BLM  made  eveiv 
attempt  to  be  as  specific  and  quantitative  as  possible 
when  analyzing  the  effects. 
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ythfl.eL»HKn»HM»n  l.yntuc  »nd  l he  WiMtrnCTt  Socim  Commcntu  <>n  ctif  < ofur  d’Aknv 
Fitid  OfTlti  RooMrty  MunieTmcnt  PUn  DKIS 


>'i»k»n  t MlM>on 

The  vision  statement  provided  in  the  DlilS  is  derived  from  the  BI.M  mission  statement  and  is 
thus  too  brief  and  vague.  The  Bl  M should  develop  and  clearly  articulate  its  vision  arul  mission 
for  the  Cocur  d’Alene  Resource  Area  and  develop  goals  that  will  move  management  in  the 
direction  of  protecting  and  achieving  its  vision.  TTic  overall  vision  of  the  BI.M  should 
demonstrate  a dedication  to  the  "prevention  of  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation"  of  natural 
resources  (43  UJS.C.  5iee  1 732(b)). 

IXcades  of  heavy  mining  on  BI.M  lands  have  resulted  in  a degraded  landscape.  I'he  future  vision 
for  the  C’oeur  d’.AIcnc  Field  OflVee  should  be  one  of  restoration  and  conservation. 


Regulatory  Compliance 
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KLPMA 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Managenwnt  Act  (FI. PM  A)  requires  the  BI.M  to  develop  and 
periodically  revise  land  use  plans  guiding  the  management  of  public  lands.  Indeed.  F’l.PMA 
mandates  that  "public  lands  be  managed  in  a manner  that  will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific, 
scenic,  historical,  ecological,  env  irunmcntal,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and 
archeological  values."  43  USC  § 1701(aX8).  FI.PMA  requires  that  BI.M  develop  RMPs  tliat 
comply  with  several  statutory  criteria.  The  BI.M  need  to  specify  how  they  intend  to  satisfy  each 
of  these  criteria  during  the  planning  criteria  stage.  Wc  would  like  to  olTcr  the  following 
recommendations  for  complying  with  several  of  the  criteria  coiuaincd  in  FLPMA: 


Multiple  use  and  sustained  yieW  (43  l'.S.C.  .See  I7l2(c>(t)):  Thi.s criteria  requires  that 
management  plans  must  (Hovide  for  and  protect  a wide  variety  of  uses,  both  market  and 
non-market.  When  planning  for  multiple  uses,  the  Ifl.M  should  he  cautious  not  to  as.sign 
utyduc  weight  to  resource  extraction  or  other  economic  uses  and  should  carefully  consider 
the  iiufKrrtance  of  preserving  the  Cocur  d'Alene  Kcsource  Area's  scenic  and  cultural 
resources  for  future  American  publics. 

Areas  of  (.’ritieal  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's)  (43  UJj.C.  See  1712(c)(3):  This 
criteria  requires  the  BLM  to  give  priority  to  the  designation  and  protection  of  ACECs. 

The  RMP  DKIS  considers  alternatives  having  various  numbers  of  ACKCs.  however,  the 
number  of  ACFX"  designations  cannot  be  detenmined  prior  to  the  completion  of  a .survey 
dcsigiKd  to  identify  areas  that  are  appropriate  for  ACEC  designation.  The  BI.M  needs  to 
conduct  such  a survey  and  designate  any  and  all  areas  deemed  appropriate.  A particular 
area  will  either  warrant  designation  or  not;  this  is  rait  an  issue  that  should  vary  by 
alternative.  The  BI.M  should  use  this  o^Kirtunity  to  identify  new  ACKC.s,  which  may 
include  areas  with  critical  wildlife  habitat,  fragile  soils,  riparian  corridors,  unique 
geological  and/'or  archeological  features,  distinctive  biologicaKccoiogical  communities, 
and  other  sif^ificant  resources.  The  BI.M  should  also  identify  links  between  new  and 
existing  ACKCs  and  consider  these  imcrconnections  when  making  management 
Idaho  Coftvcrvaiton  Lcaguc'fhe  Wilderness  Society  Conanetas  on  the  Cocur  d'Alene  Field  tXficc  Rcsoiavc 
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decisions. 

Inventories  (43  .See  1712(cX4):  The  BI.M  needs  to  maintain  a complete  and 

current  inventory  of  the  lands  and  resources  included  in  the  Ci>cur  d’Alene  Rewiurce 
Area  and  to  rely  on  these  inventories  at  all  stages  of  the  planning  process.  The  BI.M 
should  use  the  inventory  process  to  identify  areas  suitable  for  special  designation.  W'e 
urge  the  BI.M  to  limit  development  aetivitic.s  where  public  resources  have  i«)l  been  fully 
inventoried. 

Cost/Bcncfit  Analysia  (43  U.S.C.  See  1712(c)(7):  W'jicn  conducting  cost/bcnefil 
analyses,  the  BLM  needs  to  assess  the  relative  scarcity  of  values  and  the  availability  of 
aitemalive  sources  of  those  values  (4,3  1/.S.C.  Sec  l712(cK6).  I'he  BI.M  should  assign 
additional  weight  to  those  values  that  arc  found  to  be  scarce  across  the  nation,  such  as 
wilderness  and  critical  habitat.  W'c  ask  the  BI.M  to  disclose  the  mcthtxis  and  criteria 
used  in  cost/benefit  analyses. 

Pollution  Control  (43  U.S.C.  See  I7I2(CK*):  Wc  recommend  that  the  BI.M  cooidinutc 
with  the  KPA  and  disclose  in  their  RMP  specifically  hovv  they  plan  to  comply  with 
relevant  pollution  control  laws  such  as  the  Cleon  Water  Act.  'I^is  is  a particularly  crucial 
provision  given  the  prevalence  of  mining  activity  and  history  of  pollution  issues  affecting 
watersheds  in  or  near  the  Silver  Valley  Mining  District. 
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NEPA 

NEPA  requires  that  each  EIS  examine  a range  of  allemalives  to  the  pro(x>scd  action,  including  a 
fK)  action  alternative.  42  USC  § 4332(CX<‘i).  fhe  allemalives  considered  must  be  of  sufllcienl 
range  to  provide  both  tlic  dccisiun-makcr  and  the  public  with  an  understanding  of  the  hill  scope 
of  possible  options  to  achieve  a purpose  or  goal.  "I  he  allemalives  should  be  compared  so  as  to 
"sharply  {define}  the  i.s.sucs  and  (provide)  a clear  basis  fin-  choice  among  options  by  the  decision- 
maker and  the  public  (40  CFR  1502.14),  We  believe  that  the  DFIIS  has  not  adequately  captured 
tlte  full  scope  of  options  nor  defined  the  issues  to  be  ctinsidcrcd  during  the  decision-making 
process.  The  description  of  alternatives  as  well  a-s  much  of  the  analysis  of  environmental 
consequences  are  terribly  vague  and  fail  to  provide  the  level  of  specificity  needed  to  guide  an 
infomted  decision. 
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Ihe  alternatives  proptjxcd  should  be  reasnnahle  and  serve  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  action. 
Ihus,  all  alternatives  proposed  must  meet  the  basic  requirements  of  a F'LPMA  management  plan. 
This  means  each  alternative  must  protect  a wide  variety  of  resources  and  uses  and  mil  favor  any 
one  use  or  group  of  uses  of  the  land,  and  each  alternative  must  follow  the  multiple  use  sustained 
yield  dictate  of  FLPMA.  It  is  our  position  that  the  allematives  considered  in  the  DEIS  arc  not 
reasonable.  Alternatives  B and  C represent  extremely  unbalanced  option-s,  each  emphasizing  a 
particular  goal  (commodity  prtxluclion  and  preservation)  to  a fault.  Neither  is  at  ail  practical, 
especially  given  the  FI.PMA’s  multiple  use  mandate.  Further,  the  supposedly  “middle  ground" 
Aitemalive  D docs  not  represent  an  accurate  union  of  Alls.  U and  C.  Therefore  the  range  of 
altcmalivcs  docs  not  rcprcscni  a full  and  accurate  range  of  reasonable  options. 


05-2;  The  vision  statement  must  be  general  in  namre.  'I’he 
BLM  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook  (H-1 601-1)  states 
that  vision  should  reflect  the  goals  that  are  common  to 
all  alternadves”  (BLM  2005).  It  further  specifies  that 
“goals  are  broad  statements  of  desired  outcomes  (e.g., 
maintain  ecosystem  health  and  productivity,  promote 
community  stability,  ensure  sustainable  development)  that 
usually  are  not  quantifiable.  Thus,  in  order  to  reflect 
broad  goals,  the  vision  must  be  non-specific. 

05-3:  The  RMP  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with 
FLPMA  requirements  and  is  in  compliance  with  all  other 
statutes.  Actions  intended  to  ensure  that  the  CFO  comply 
with  these  requirements  are  spelled  out  in  Chapter  2 of 
the  DRMP/EIS. 

05-4:  All  of  the  alternadves  provide  for  variadons  in  the 
balance  of  muldple  uses.  Analysis  of  the  effects  of  the 
alternadves  revealed  that  none  exceed  a sustainable  yield 
for  any  resource. 

05-5:  BLM  relied  on  existing  inventories  and  other  data 
sources  in  all  stages  of  the  planning  process  to  include 
analysis  of  special  designadons.  BLM  Manual  1613  de- 
scribes the  ACEC  designadon  process.  This  manual 
states  that  “a  potendal  ACEC  (or  pordon  thereof)  must 
be  shown  as  recommended  for  designation  in  any  or  aU 
alternatives  in  the  draft  RMP.”  It  further  states  that  “to 
be  designated  as  an  ACEC,  an  area  must  require  special 
management  attention  to  protect  the  important  and  rele- 
vant values.”  Management  direction  that  would  protect 
these  values  in  potential  ACECs  not  designated  under 
Alternative  D,  are  described  in  Appendix  G. 


05-6:  BLM  relied  on  existing  inventories  and  other  data 
sources  in  all  stages  of  the  planning  process  to  include 
special  designations.  However,  not  all  BLM  inventor)' 
information  is  reproduced  in  the  RMP.  Based  on  the 
number  of  comments  received  concerning  or  relating  to 
recreation  settings,  BLM  added  the  Recreation  Opportu- 
nity Spectrum  to  Maps  20-23  (Special  Recreation  Manage- 
ment Areas).  These  maps,  as  well  as  maps  46-64  for 
ACECs,  Maps  65-68  for  other  special  designations,  and 
Map  71  for  eligible  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  synthesize 
inventory  information  on  areas  suitable  for  special  desig- 
nation. During  project-level  planning,  which  would  be 
conducted  prior  to  any  development  activities,  BLM  will 
complete  more  detailed  inventories  as  required  by  federal 
laws,  regulations,  and  BLM  policies. 

05-7:  43  U.S.C.  Sec  1712(c)  states:  “In  the  development 
and  revision  of  land  use  plans,  the  Secretar}’  shall-.”  Sub- 
paragraph  (c)(7)  states  “weigh  long-term  benefits  to  the 
public  against  short-term  benefits.”  The  term  “cost- 
benefit  analysis”  does  not  appear.  Short-term  and  long- 
term economic  effects  of  the  alternatives  are  discussed  in 
Section  4.5.1. 

05-8:  Several  sections  of  the  alternatives  address  how  BLM 
plans  to  comply  with  the  major  relevant  pollution  control 
laws.  For  the  Clean  Air  Act  see  Air  Quality  Goal  AQ- 1 
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Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

05-8  (Cont.):  with  the  Objectives  AQ-1.1,  AQ-1.2  and  AQ-1.3  that  address  air  quality  standards  and  regulations.  For  the  Clean  Water  Act 
see  Water  Resources  Goal  WA-1  and  Objeedves  WA-1.1,  WA-1.2  and  WA-1.3  which  address  water  quality  standards  and  reguladons.  In 
the  Health  and  Safety  section  Goal  SFi-2  addresses  procedures  and  Objectives  SE-2.3,  SF.-2.4,  SE-2.5  and  SE-2.6  address  compliance  with 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Objeedve  SFi-2.5  specifically  addresses  the  coordination  and  work  efforts  in  Silver  Valley  watersheds. 

05-9:  Please  see  response  05-1 . 

05-10;  BLM  was  careful  to  ensure  that  all  of  the  alternadves  were  reasonable.  The  variadon  in  emphasis  of  each  alternadve  provides  for  the 
range.  If  each  alternadve  equally  balanced  use  and  protecdon,  then  there  would  be  no  range.  For  many  resources  and  uses,  CDAFO  has  a 
very  restricted  decision  space  due  to  governing  laws,  reguladons,  policies,  and  standing  agreements.  The  result  is  litde  to  no  variadon 
among  alternadves  for  some  objeedves  and  acdons.  An  example  of  this  is  management  direcdon  proposed  for  invasive  species  and  noxious 
weeds.  In  addidon,  for  resources  or  uses  for  which  current  management  was  deemed  adequate,  or  somewhat  adequate,  BLM  carried  such 
management  forward,  with  litde  or  no  change.  This  was  the  case  for  INFISH/CNFTSH. 
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I 05  (Cont.) 

I The  cominenis  hclow  imliciUc  and  discuss  more  fully  some  areas  of  ihe  lU.M  analysis  ihni  we 

feel  arc  especially  inadequate  in  terms  of  providing  a comparative  analysis  of  a full  range  of 
t reasonable  alternatives  as  required  by  NFPA.  Ihough  we  have  not  included  specific  comments 

on  every  topic  that  we  feel  was  not  adequately  anuly/cd.  we  maintain  that  the  following 
management  topic*  included  in  the  DI-IS  were  not  examined  in  enough  detail,  ni>r  across  what 
could  he  estnsidered  a full  range  of  rea.sonablc  alternatives: 

-Air  Quality  (tails  to  provide  full  range  of  alternatives) 

-fieology  (nonspeeitle;  fail*  to  provide  full  range  of  allcmalives) 

-Soil  Resources  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  alternatives) 

-Water  Resources  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  altemalivcs-might  consider  comparing 
impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  INUSH  v.  CNITSH  standards  in  dilTercnt 
allcmalives) 

•Vcgctalion  -Riparian  and  Wetlands  (nonspecific:  fails  to  provide  full  range  of 
alternatives) 

-Vcgctation-Nonforcsicd  (nonspecific) 

-Vegetation-Invasive  and  Noxious  (nonspecific;  fails  to  pitnidc  full  range  of  alternatives) 
^ ^ -Special  Status  Species  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  reasonable  altcmativcs  - bias 

towards  preferred  alternative) 

-Visual  Resources  (nonspccific-nced  to  be  more  specific  about  wfiat  management  would 
l<H)k  like  under  Classes  I,  II,  HI,  and  IV-dcscriptions  on  p.  3-48  are  Uk>  vague) 

-Forestry  and  Woodland  I’roducis  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  allcmalives  - 
overemphasizes  commodity  production) 

-Livestock  (irazing  (nonspecific;  fails  to  provided  full  range  of  reasonable  allcraalives- 
acreage  available  for  grazing  represents  two  extremes  ratlver  than  several  reasonable 
options) 

-Minerals  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  altcmativcs-ovefcmphasizes  commodity 
production) 

-Recreation  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  altematives-emphasi/es  motorized  recreation 
over  preservation) 

-Renewable  Lnergy  (nonspecific;  fails  to  pnivide  full  range  of  alternatives) 
-Transportation  aivd  Travel  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  altematives-overeraphasizcs 
motorized  travel) 

-lands  and  Realty  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  alternatives) 

-Special  Designations  (fails  to  provide  full  range  of  reasonable  alternatives;  certain 
sections  represent  two  extreme  and  unreasonable  option-s,  particular  that  dealing  with 
WSR  designations;  other  sections  overemphasize  commodity  production,  piuticularlv  tliat 
dealing  with  WSAs.) 
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Fach  Ills  must  al.so  include  a cumulative  impacts  analysis.  C umulaiive  impact  is  'The 
incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  forc.seeablc 
future  actions."  40  CFR  1 508.7.  1)1115,  UL.M  must  consider  the  impact  of  any  proposed  changes 
to  land  management,  as  well  as  the  combined  impacts  from  other  activities  tlial  may  impact  the 
same  resources.  ITiis  includes  tHher  activities,  whether  on  federal  land  or  not,  that  may  impact 
water  quality.  Threatened,  Kndangered  & Sensiliv'e  (T,  F,  & S)  species,  and  any  other  resources 
that  may  be  impacted  by  the  new  resource  management  plans.  ITie  DFIS  does  not  adequately 
Idaho  Conservaiion  l.eague.The  Witdcmca*  Society  Comments  on  the  Ciieur  d‘ AIcne  Field  Uftice  Resowree 

Management  Plan  DEilS 
Page  4 of  24 

05  (Cont.) 


11 


assess  ciimuiaiivc  impw:is.  particularly  as  they  include  management  direction  as  it  relates  to 
actions  and  projects  on  Forest  Scrv  ice.  Irihal.  5*tatc.  and  private  lands.  Tliis  elenwiU  of 
cumulative  impacts  is  critical  in  this  ca.se  given  that  small  parcels  ofBLM  lands  arc  widely 
dispersed  across  on  area  with  such  diversified  management. 


ESA 

Populations  of 'nireatcncd,  iindangcred  and  Sensitive  (T,  F-  ^ wildlife  species  occupy 
terrestrial  and  aquatic  habitat  in  the  C'oeur  d'Alene  Resource  Aieu.  this  includes,  hut  is  not 
limited  to  bull  trout,  gray  wolf,  grizzly  bear,  woodland  caribou,  and  Canada  lynx.  Numerous 
populations  of  T,  E & S Plants  alw>  occupy  the  lands  managed  by  Cticur  d*  Alcnc  BEM. 

The  KSA  prohibits  federal  agencies  from  taking  actions  that  "jeapurdi/e  the  continued  existence 
of  any  endangered  species  or  ihroaiened  species  or  rc.sult  in  the  destruction  or  advent? 
modincation  of  [criiical|  habitat  of  such  species."  1 6 USC  1 53b<aK2).  To  «msure  compliance 
with  the  no  jeopardy  requiremern.  action  agencies  must  engage  in  consuilolion  w ith  the  Fish  ojkI 
wndtife  Service  or  NOAA  Fishenes  before  cringing  in  a project  that  may  ttfJect  listed  species. 
liL;  Thomas  v.  Petenam.  753  F.2d  754.  764  (‘A C'ir  l<^K5).  1>ic  Ninth  Circuit  hits  spcciriailly 
ruled  that  land  management  agencies  must  engage  in  consultation  on  plans  that  set  guidelines  for 
future  resource  managcmcni  decisions,  such  os  RMPs.  Pacifit;  Rivers  Council  v.  Thomas.  30 
F.3d  1050  (9*^  Cir.  1904)  (Forest  Serv  ice  management  plans  "arc  importam  prognimmutic 
documents  that  set  out  guidelines  for  resource  mansgcmcnl  in  the  forests  involved  in  this  ease. 

As  such,  the  LRMPs  constitute  continuing  agency  action  requiring  consulUition  under  § 7(aK2) 
of  the  ESA.").  Ibc  DEIS  indicates  that  the  BI.M  did  not  consult  with  either  the  FWS  nor  NOAA 
Fishenes  during  this  NEPA  analysis  and  that  the  only  l-SA  consultation  that  look  place  at  all 
involved  aKxepting  informal  recommendations  from  the  Idaho  Panhandle  Naiitmal  Forc.st 
regarding  how  to  addres.s  issues  related  to  hahitul  protection  (p.  5-6). 

Because  of  the  perilous  status  of  bull  trout,  the  new  RMP  mu.vt  include  adequate  standards  to 
protect  and  recover  these  species  to  ensure  that  their  continued  existence  is  not  jeopardized.  This 
should  be  a significant  focus  of  the  RMP  revision.  It  is  unclear  w hether  the  BEM  consulted 
with  NOAA  Fisheries  or  with  the  FWS  when  developing  it*  CNFish  Strategy,  though  it  appears 
unlikely  since  neither  ol‘ these  agencies  were  consulted  during  the  preparation  *>f  this  DEIS. 


Wild  and  Seente  Kivers 


13 


According  to  the  BI.M’s  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Fligihilily  and  Suitability  Study  outlined  in 
Appendix  J,  five  stream  segments  in  Ihe  management  area  were  found  to  be  eligible  arkl  four 
were  found  to  be  suitable  under  the  WSRA  criteria.  Yet  the  DIvIS  indicate.*  ihut  the  number  of 
these  stream*  that  will  ultimately  receive  *uilability  recommendnlitHt*  will  vary  by  ulicmulive. 
Ifiough  this  approach  may  be  in  accordance  with  the  Ht.M  8351 . Ihe  decision  not  to  mukc  a 
suitability  recommcndalion  for  one  or  all  (as  with  Alternative  B)  of  the  rtream  segments  li>urai  to 
have  met  WSRA  suiubilily  criteria  would  appear  to  be  arbitrary  and  capricious  in  the  absence  of 
any  clear  rationale  a*  to  why  thi*  determirtation  was  mode.  Nowhere  in  the  DFI.S  is  any  such 
rationale  provided.  Action  SD-B2. 1 . 1 under  Altcmalivc  H calls  for  “a  nonsuitahlilily 
determination"  for  the  five  stream  segments  that  have  already  been  identified  a.s  suitable  (p.  2- 
125).  There  doe*  not  appear  to  be  any  explanation  for  why  the  BI.M  would  decide  to  change  its 
UMio  C'omervMion  laaaue/TiM  Wildemcu  Society  Commeou  on  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Odlcc  Resource 
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Responses 


05-11;  The  cumulative  impacts  anaiysis  is  based  on  the  best 
avaiiabie  information.  Piease  .see  Tabie  4. 1.3.1  for  criteria 
used  in  determining  cumulative  impacts.  In  addition, 
BLM  has  added  to  the  cumulative  impact  sections  of 
Chapter  4 for  clarification  and  to  provide  missing  infor- 
mation. 

05-12:  The  USFWS  has  been  involved  in  the  planning 

process  and  the  BLM  has  formally  consulted  with  them. 
The  RMP  incorporates  stipulations  that  were  developed 
directly  by  the  USFWS  or  in  coordination  with  them. 
During  the  Section  7 consultation  process,  the  BLM  has 
refined  these  stipulations.  These  revisions  are  reflected  in 
the  Proposed  RMP  / Final  EIS. 

See  Chapter  5 for  more  information  about  consultation 
with  USFWS.  BLM  did  not  consult  NOAA  because  no 
anadromous  fish  species  inhabit  the  planning  area. 

Goals  SS-1  (conserve  Listed  species)  and  SS-2  (ensure 
BLM  actions  are  consistent  with  conservation  needs  of 
listed  species)  include  bull  trout.  Specific  objectives  and 
actions  for  bull  trout  protection  and  recovery  are  found 
mainly  in  CNFISH  (Appendix  D and  E).  Bull  trout  were 
strongly  considered  when  developing  CNFISH  and  in  the 
prioritization  of  restoration  and  conservation  watersheds. 


05-13:  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Eligibility  and  Suitabil- 
ity Study  included  as  Appendix  J of  this  DRMP/DEIS  is 
a Draft.  Although  the  determinations  presented  are 
based  on  the  best  available  information,  the  eligibility  and 
suitability  determinations  have  not  been  finalized.  In 
accordance  with  BLM  Handbook  8351,  the  public  is 
afforded  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  provide  input 
into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  process.  Consequently, 
the  final  determinations  will  consider  any  additional  infor- 
mation provided  as  a result  of  the  review  period  for  this 
document.  The  range  of  suitability  determination  in- 
cluded in  the  DRMP  is  in  accordance  with  BLM  Manual 
8351  as  you  have  noted,  and  the  purpose  of  presenting 
this  range  is  two-fold.  First,  the  range  of  determinations 
allows  the  public  an  opportunity  to  comment  and  provide 
additional  input/information  on  the  entire  suite  of  river 
segments  being  considered.  Secondly,  it  meets  the 
NEPA  requirements  for  analyzing  a reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  Planning  process  and  NEPA 
allow  for  portions  of  different  alternatives  to  be  brought 
forward  into  the  Proposed  RMP  and  ultimately  the  Final 
RMP.  The  final  determinations  of  eligibility  and  suitabil- 
ity win  be  based  on  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  re- 
quirements and  the  determination  criteria  outlined  in 
BLM  Handbook  8351,  and  will  be  independent  of  alter- 
native selection. 
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05  (Cont.) 


suiuibilily  dclenninatiun  un<l<rt  Ihis  tnaiugcmcnl  option,  l-urlhcrmorc.  under  thi.'i  altcmutivc.  the 
BI.M  urmid  “lake  no  Wild  and  Secnic  River  management  aclion.s."  However,  according  to  the 
W'SRA  and  the  HI  .M's  mamail.  the  BI.M  is  required  to  engage  in  “PnHeclive  Managcmem.~  of 
eligible  slivams  until  their  elassiricaliun  changes  so  as  not  to  alter  their  eligibility. 
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IIh:  new  RMf*  should  in  fact  include  strong  direction  for  protection  of  eligible  and  suitable 
rivers.  I he  RMP  shmild  prohibit  any  activities  prohibited  under  the  WSRA  on  eligible  or 
suitable  rivers  until  a final  determination  is  made  b>  C*ongress.  Iliis  shtiuld  include  wiilulniwal 
of  all  mineral  rights  in  eligible  i>r  suitable  river  corridors  pending  a final  decision.  Ihc  new 
RMP  should  also  include  direction  on  imuiogemcnt  of  designated  rivers,  in  the  event  that  an> 
rivers  in  the  planning  area  arc  designated  as  Wild  and  Scenic.  Direction  should  address  iopic.s 
such  as  naturul  and  prescribed  fire,  noxious  weeds,  habitat  function  and  connectivity,  tree  disco.se 
and  pest  control.  upstreanVdownstream  hydropower,  tkiod  control,  bridges,  noise,  motori/cd  use 
on  the  river  and  in  the  river  corridor.  a.s  well  a.s  iHher  truditional  toil's  like  logging,  mining  and 
road  building. 


WSA.S 
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W'c  have  some  concerns  about  how  e.visling  WSAs  will  be  inutiagcvi  if  released  by  Congress 
from  further  sludy.  Firs!  of  all.  there  arc  some  inconsistencies  between  the  Visual  Resources 
section  und  the  Special  Designation  section  in  terms  of  the  VKM  Clas.scs  propo.scd  for  the  three 
existing  W'SAs  under  each  of  the  alicmativcs.  In  the  Special  Designations  section,  it  stales  that 
the  Grandmother  Mountain  and  Cry  stal  l.akc  W'SAs  would  be  managed  as  Class  II  under  all  of 
the  alternatives,  but  in  the  Visual  Resources  section,  it  states  tlint  they  would  be  managed  as  a 
Class  I under  Ahemative  C.  Similarly,  under  the  Special  Designations  section,  it  stales  that  the 
Selkirk  W’SA  would  be  managed  as  Class  II  under  all  of  the  alicmativcs.  but  under  the  Visual 
Resources  section,  it  stales  that  the  Selkirk  WSA  would  be  managed  as  a Class  III  under 
Alicmativcs  B and  I).  T he  F'KIS  needs  to  clarify'  these  apparent  inconsistencies. 


Moreover,  although  once  the  WSA  arc  released  from  further  sludy.  the  BI.M  might  legally  be 
allowed  revert  to  management  oclivitics  that  are  iiK-iatsislcnt  with  the  wilderness  character  of 
these  areas,  we  strongly  urge  the  BI.M  not  to  do  so.  These  three  WSAs  provide  the  BI.M  with 
an  e.xccticnl  opportunity  to  preserve  non-commodity  values  without  altering  management 
practices.  The  BI.M  should  continue  to  manage  these  areas  as  Class  I in  order  to  maintain  their 
wtidemess  character. 


05-14:  Thank  you  for  ptjinting  out  these  inconsistencies. 
These  will  be  reconciled  in  the  PRMP/I-’HIS. 

05-15:  Two  of  the  WSAs,  Crystal  Lake  and  Grandmother 
Mountain  are  proposed  as  special  recreadon  management 
areas  with  management  objeedves  to  provide  for  dis- 
persed backcountry  forms  of  recreadon.  The  visual  re- 
source management  Class  1 objeedve  is  preservadon 
while  the  Class  11  objeedve  is  retention.  Both  are  protec- 
dve  and  limidng  of  management  aedvides  that  would  alter 
the  landscape.  Class  I is  generaUy  reserved  for  designated 
wilderness  areas,  wild  secdons  of  national  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  and  other  congressionally  and  administradvely 
designated  areas  with  a “preservadon”  objeedve. 

05-16:  Please  see  response  04-1.  The  BLM  used 

“roadless”  as  a criterion  during  the  wilderness  inventory 
process  in  accordance  with  FLPMA.  However,  the  BLM 
carries  out  no  “roadless  area”  management  outside  of 
designated  WSAs.  Consequendy,  the  BLM  does  not  use 
the  term  “roadless  area”  as  a land  use  classificadon  or  as  a 
specific  designadon  similar  to  how  the  Forest  Service 
does. 


Addilionai  comnxrus  regarding  WSAs  are  included  in  our  Pn>tccl>on  of  WildcrncsN  (‘haracter 
section  below. 

Roadless  areas 


16 


The  DF:IS  does  not  discuss  roadless  areas  occurring  in  the  managemem  area.  As  mentioned 
above.  F't.PMA  mandates  that  federal  agencies  maintain  "an  inventory  of  all  public  lands  and 
their  resource  and  other  values  (4.T  U.S.C.  See  1 7!2(cK4).”  which  should  include  tracking  of  any 
special  resources,  such  as  roadless  areas.  F'l.PMA  mandates  that  this  irrventory  "be  kept  current 
so  as  to  reflect  changes  in  conditions  and  to  identity  new  and  emerging  resource  and  other 
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values.**  4.“^  use  I7I2§  (a).  Thus,  the  BI.M  cannot  rely  on  outdated  roadless  area  inventories 
for  information  on  the  amount  of  (Mimitivc  lands  within  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource!  Area. 


17 


Roadless  areas  identified  in  the  new  inventory  should  be  given  special  protection  under  the  new 
RMP.  Ilicrc  arc  at  least  13  separate  BI.M  land  parcels  in  the  re.*wurcc  area  that  are  adjacent  to 
Forest  Service  Inventoried  Ro^lcss  Areas  <Sce  Attachmicnl  1 1 ).  I’hcse  areas  should  be  given 
special  aiicniion,  as  there  uie  several  arc»s  that  have  mR  been  included  in  previous  inventories 
that  stnmld  be  protected.  Protections  for  these  and  other  areas  should  iiK'ludc  a ban  on  road 
building,  mining,  or  otlKrr  resource  extraction  or  development  activities  in  the  limited  number  ot 
roadless  areas.  Ihis  is  in  accordance  with  the  multiple  use-sustained  yield  mandate  of  FI. PM  A. 
Under  this  direction,  agencies  lue  free  to  acknowledge  that  w bile  multiple  uses  must  be 
supported  system-wide,  in  particular  ureas  there  may  be  some  activities  that  arc  itu>tc  or  less 
sutubic  than  others.  The  BI.M  should  coordinate  their  manjigcmcnt  plans  with  those  of  the 
Forest  Service  to  ensure  that  the.se  critical  areas  arc  adequately  ptx>lected. 
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Fl.PMA  also  requires  that  agencies  consider  the  scarcity  of  values  being  considered  in 
management  decisions.  43  USC  § 1 71 2<cMb).  Ihcrc  ore  very  few  roadless  areas  remaining  in 
the  Ci*cur  d'Alene  Resource  Area.  It  is  necessary  and  appropriate  that  federal  land  managers 
pfxncci  these  impc'riant  vestiges  of  primitive  America,  which  provide  imptiriani  rccrcniionnl. 
ecological  and  cullunil  values. 


Transportatkin  and  Travgl 

Ihc  DiilS  docs  not  pnnidc  sufficient  information  about  existing  roads  and  iransportatiiMi  and 
travel  management  plans  in  the  Coeur  d*Alene  Resource  Area.  It  does  state  iliat  an  inventory 
revealed  that  there  are  apprt^ximalcly  376.*  miles  of  roods  and  trails  ihrougiwut  the  planning 
area  (p.  3-57),  but  it  n>cntion.s  nothing  about  rood  densities  nor  docs  it  discuss  the  existence  of 
roads  and  trails  in  ecologically  sensitive  areas.  Moreover,  Ihiiugh  it  mcntion.s  that  u 
comprehensive  inventory  of  road  and  trail  networks  was  completed,  the  invcnliwy  is  mil  included 
with  the  DKIS.  More  complete  information  is  needed  to  develop  an  informed  management  plan. 
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I here  is  very  little  difference  in  the  acreage  of  open,  limited,  and  closed  desigiwtions  being 
proposed  for  alternatives.  B.  C,  and  L).  Ihcse  alternatives  thu.s  do  not  represent  a suITtcicm  range 
that  demonstrates  the  full  scope  of  options  available.  Moreover,  the  acreage  for  closed 
designations  being  proposed  fiir  ull  alternatives  is  unacceptable.  IluU  is,  closing  less  than  of 
BI.M  lands  to  motorized  irnvcl  leaving  more  than  of  lands  open  Ui  limited  motorized  travel 
is  not  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  preserving  the  ecological  integrity  of  these  lands.  The 
devastating  impacts  of  inappropriate  u.se  of  mtitorizcd  vehicles  on  natural  ecosystems  arc  well 
established.  They  accelerate  erosion,  degrade  water  quality,  disturb  wildlife,  spread  noxious 
weeds,  fragment  wildlife  habitat,  and  disturb  non-motori/ed  forest  users.  We  urge  the  BI.M  to 
consider  an  allcrmUivc  that  closes  more  t*crcagc  of  BLM  Und  to  motorized  travel.  Motorized 
vehicle  use  mu.Hi  not  be  allowed  in  areas  with  sensitive  or  highl>  erosion-prone  soils,  or  at  limes 
of  the  year  when  soil  conditions  ore  inappn>priatc  for  such  u.se. 


Idaho  Conservation  l.eflguc''Ihtf  Wildemc**  Society  C'ofnm«n(»  on  the  Coeur  d'Alene  hicW  < ilTlce  Reirurce 

Management  Flan  DflS 
f*agc  y «»f  24 


In  accordance  with  the  land  use  planning  handbook,  H- 
1601-1  and  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  2003-275, 
characteristics  may  be  considered  in  the  land  use  planning 
process.  “The  BLM  can  make  a variety  of  land  use  plan 
decisions  to  protect  wilderness  characteristics,  such  as 
establishing  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRAI)  class 
objectives  to  guide  placement  of  roads,  trails,  and  other 
facilities;  establishing  conditions  of  use  to  be  attached  to 
permits,  leases  and  other  authorizations  to  achieve  the 
desired  level  of  resource  protection;  and  designating  lands 
as  open,  closed  or  limited  to  Off  Highway  Vehicles 
(OHV)  to  achieve  a desired  visitor  experience.”  Actions 
in  aU  these  areas  and  more  are  proposed. 

Please  review  Maps  20-23  depicting  recreation  settings. 
The  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  manages  no  lands  which 
exhibit  primitive  settings  and  47,601  acres  which  exhibit 
semi-primitive  settings.  Over  94%  or  44,468  acres  are 
proposed  for  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  desig- 
nation with  accompantyng^prescriptions  to  maintain  the 
semi-primitive  character  of  these  lands.  (See  the  following 
Actions:  RC-Dl.1.1,  RC-Dl.5.1,  RC-Dl.5.4,  RC-Dl.6.1, 
RC-Dl.6.4,  RC-Dl.8.1,  and  RC-Dl.8.2). 

05-17:  Please  see  response  05-16. 

(Note:  The  map  submitted  by  the  commenter  shows 

dated  land  status.  Two  areas  no  longer  contain  BLM  land 
and  a substantial  portion  of  another  area  was  transferred 
to  the  Forest  Service.) 

05-18:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

05-19:  Please  refer  to  Maps  37-40.  Due  to  scale  and  for 
clarity,  not  all  routes  are  shown.  However,  all  those  pro- 
posed to  be  designated  as  motorized  routes  are  shown. 
Other  routes  exist  and*  may  remain  available  for  non- 
motorized  uses. 

Although  no  alternative  closes  a large  percentage  of  the 
CDAFO  to  motorized  uses.  Alternatives  B-D  restrict 
OHV  use  on  virtually  all  of  the  land  to  established  roads 
and  trails,  eliminating  cross-countn’  travel  (except  bv 
snowmobiles).  TTiis  is  a drastic  change  over  existing  con- 
ditions, and  reflects  the  best  balance  possible  in  meeting 
the  BLM^  ’s  multiple  use  management  needs. 
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05  (Com.) 
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W e do  nol  tcci  Ihal  Allcmativc  I)  represents  an  attempt  to  balance  multiple  uses.  Widespread  and 
largely  unrestricted  motor  \ehiclc  u.sc  is  itK-rmtpalihle  with  the  values  and  resources  Ibund  in 
these  areas. 


21 


As  prut  of  this  planning  priKess.  the  ULM  should  conduct  a formal  rood  analysis  that  can  he  used 
to  designate  a transponation  network  that  retains  the  minimum  number  of  routes  necessary  to 
pnwide  for  reitsonabic  access  I he  KMP  must  include  scientilleally-hascd  standards  dictating 
when  new  mad  construction  will  be  allowed,  where  they  should  be  constructed,  and  when  roads 
shtHild  he  decommissioned.  It  should  include  an  objective  set  of  criteria  with  which  the  Itl.M 
should  evaluate  every  proposal  fur  new  rxiad  construction.  The  evaluation  criteria  should  itK'lude 
whether  the  proposal  is  in  an  rmvirorunenudly  sensitive  area,  such  as  a riparian  area,  uivoaded 
area,  landslide  prune  area,  or  stwp  slope.  It  should  also  itKiude  whether  the  road  is  ivccdcd,  for 
long-term  access,  whether  there  are  alternative  access  routes  or  methtsds.  and  w hether  tlic  HI  .M 
has  suflicienl  funds  to  maintain  additional  roads.  Extraneous,  duplicative,  unstable  or  little  used 
routes  should  he  closed,  decommissioned  and  rehabilitated.  The  RMP  should  also  require 
establishment  of  a road  decommissioning  fund.  The  HI.M  should  establish  maintenaiKC 
agreements  with  the  county,  state,  and'or  road  dislricls  to  conduct  their  road  maintenance  in  the 
least  impacting  ways  possible. 


22 


Though  the  DEIS  mentions  several  times  the  increasing  demand  for  nvilori/cd  necrcalion  on 
Bl.M  lands  in  the  management  area,  it  fails  to  address  the  issue  of  iiKinitorirg  motorized  vehicle 
use.  lispecially  given  the  demand  for  ORV  use.  cnforccroem  of  the  regulations  must  be  a lop 
priority  for  the  HI.M.  Designated  routes  should  be  established  and  the  BLM  should  establish 
routes  as  being  closed  unless  posted  open  Motori/ed  vehicle  use  off  of  designated  routes  should 
be  strictly  prohibited  and  enforced,  especially  into  WSAs  and  other  identified  sensitive  arca.s. 
Parking  areas  at  turnouts  should  be  located  in  areas  that  have  already  heen  disturbed  and  should 
nol  damage  natural,  cultural  and  scenic  values  in  their  location.  Informal.  unoHicial  or 
utKlcsignatcd  parking  areas  and  turnouts  should  be  closed  and  restored.  Safely  signs  and  posted 
speed  limits  along  major  itmjIcs.  The  Bl.M  should  provide  maps  and  educational  materials  for 
rcerealioival  motorized  use.  If  necessary,  temporary  safety  signs  should  be  located  along  Ihe 
road  to  warn  drivers  of  hazardous  eonditiotui.  like  excessive  gravel,  water,  cattle,  burning  or 
logging  opcraliuns  and  other  obstacles  along  the  road.  Cattle  guards,  culverts,  bridges  and  gates 
should  he  maintained  in  g(x>d  and  safe  condiliim. 


05-20:  BLM  agrees  that  widespread  and  largely  unrestricted 
vehicle  use  is  incompatible  with  our  multiple  use  resource 
management  objectives.  Consequently,  the  proposed 
action  would  “close”  631  acres  to  all  OUVs  and  would 
establish  a “limited”  travel  designation  on  the  remaining 
96,139  acres  restricting  motor  vehicles  to  certain  desig- 
nated routes  (Action  TM-D  1.1.1).  Please  refer  to  Maps 
37-40. 

CD5-21:  Please  see  Appendix  B of  the  RMP  for  evaluadon 
criteria  for  road  construction.  Please  see  Acdons  FA)^'- 
D2.1.4  and  2.1.5  for  BLM  policy  on  decommissioning  of 
newly-constructed  roads  and  road  density'. 

05-22:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  See  response  P42- 
1,  paragraph  1.  Site  specific  management  acdons  are  ana- 
lyzed, evaluated,  and  determined  at  the  aedvity  planning 
level  which  follows  adopdon  of  the  RMP.  Some  of  the 
RMP  proposed  acdons  describe  a “framew'ork”  for  the 
aedvity'  planning  that  will  follow.  For  those  that  relate  to 
the  travel  planning  issues  you  raise  refer  to  TM-Dl.1.9, 
RC-Dl.2.6,  RC-Dl.3.5,  RC-Dl.4.4,  RC-Dl.5.5,  RC- 
Dl.6.4,  RC-Dl.7.2,  RC-D-1.7.3  and  RC-Dl.8.2. 


The  BLM  should  establish  a monitoring  program  and  undertake  relevant  transponation  studies  to 
undcrsland  how  increased  visitation  has  impacted  the  natural  resources  of  the  landscape.  In 
doing  so.  the  Bl.M  may  consider  ccKirdinaling  with  the  state,  tribes,  the  f orest  Scr\  icc.  and  other 
entities  having  their  own  transportation  plan  or  owning  laml  adjacent  to  BLM  land.s.  I'he  need  to 
address  sightsccing<^rccrcation  routes  and  facilities  should  be  considered  and  appropriately 
addressed  to  direct  people  to  areas  while  pevventing  resource  damage.  BLM  should  only 
designate  administrative  routes  al\cr  detailing  the  specific  use  for  (he  routes  and  a clear  direction 
to  close  and  rehabilitate  the  route  once  the  purpose  no  longer  exists. 


05-23:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  See  response  05- 
22.  Monitoring  programs  are  established  at  the  activity 
planning  level.  Coordination  with  other  agencies  is  re- 
quired by  Action  RC-Dl.7.3.  Sightseeing  routes  are  iden- 
tified as  “Backcountry  Byways”.  Refer  to  Actions  SD- 
D4.3.1  and  4.3.2. 
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Ibere  docs  nol  appear  to  be  a great  deal  of  ditTcrenec  between  tlic  recreation  plans  cstablislicd  by 
the  four  difTcicni  aUematives.  Specilically.  each  of  the  altemalivcs  appears  to  emphasize 
increased  use  (c.spccially  motorized  u-se)  over  preservation.  Wc  recommend  eunsidcring 
altemalivcs  that  represent  a much  greater  range  of  management  options.  In  purliculur.  allemalivc 
C should  include  more  restrictions  geared  toward.s  restoring  and  maintaining  ecological  integrity 
and  protecting  resources  from  harmful,  excessive,  or  irresponsible  recreational  use. 


25 


Regardless  of  w'hich  alternative  is  adopted,  the  Bl.M  needs  to  incorporate  into  its  RMP  some 
basic  conservation  efforts  in  order  to  prevent  undue  or  excessive  environmental  degradation 
Currently,  where  the  DEIS  dries  include  provisions  for  protecting  natural  resources  from  harmful 
use.  the  language  is  quite  vague  and  uncertain.  The  BLM  should  be  specific  in  identifying  the 
uses  that  will  be  ucecpiable  ."Uid  allowable  in  dc.signaled  areas  and  settings,  i he  ULM  also  needs 
to  develop  a plan  lor  monitoring  and  enforcing  use  restrictions  in  .speeilicxl  areas.  Recreation 
opportunities  for  visitor  exploration  and  disetivety  should  focus  on  activities  in  an  undcvelo|icd. 
primitive  seuing.  The  HI.M  should  encourage  iKin-motorizcd  recreation  by  establishing 
trailheads  for  hiking,  bicycling,  walking,  horseback  riding,  sight.sccing  and  wildlife  viewing. 
Competitive  events  should  he  limited  or  prohibited  on  ULM  land  in  these  landscapes.  Other 
areas  may  be  identified  for  these  events,  including  private  properly.  Ul  ,M  should  be  very 
cautious  in  issuing  special  u.sc  permits  for  recreational  or  coniincrcial  purpo.scs.  Certain 
permitted  u.ses  should  be  required  to  pay  for  the  monitoring  necessary  to  make  sure  they  arc 
compliant  with  the  terms  of  their  use  and  prevent  unnecessary  resource  damage.  Tliis  may  even 
include  paying  for  a ULM  sudT  person  to  accompany  the  group  in  their  activities.  Ul.M  should 
also  incorporate  a cost  analysis  and  cost  recovery  program  into  the  issuance  ol  special  use 
permits.  Such  uses  should  be  required  to  post  bonds  for  unintended  resource  duniugc  and 
restoration.  Special  uses  should  also  pay  for  the  costs  of  the  ULM  u>  administer  and  monitor 
their  u.scs,  including  stafT  time  in  evaluation  and  prtieessing  ol  Ihe  pcmiit. 


Vcgftalion  and  Forest  Management 
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As  staled  previously  in  these  comments,  we  are  concerned  that  the  lack  of  an  informing  analysis 
has  impacred  the  development  of  the  altcnialivcs.  and  will  thus  ulTcct  the  ability  of  the  deeision- 
mokcT  to  make  an  infiirmcd  dc-cision.  Specifically  with  regards  to  vcgclalion  management,  wc 
are  concemed  that  the  reliance  on  coarse  <iAI*  Analysis  data  does  not  suitably  rcflccl  an  on-lhe- 
ground  inventory  of  forest  types,  habitat  types,  vegetation  comniunilies  and  o.ssoeiatcd  vegetative 
condition.s. 
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With  regards  to  the  development  of  the  Annual  Sale  Quantity  ( ASQ)  estimaics,  wc  feci  that  the 
analysis  is  disingenutms.  Ihe  alternatives  displayed,  and  spccifieully  the  Alternative  D.  does  nol 
represent  a “balanced"  approach  between  commodity  and  ctin.servaion  cmpahscs.  Instead,  by 
averaging  the  ASQ  from  Allcmativc  A (No  action)  and  Alternative  U (Commodity).  Ihe 
preferred  allemalivc  does  not  reflect  a balance  at  all. 
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Instead  at  a minimum,  if  the  intent  is  to  have  Alternative  D reficct  a hnlimee  between 
Altemalivcs  H and  C (Conservatiem).  Ihe  ASQ  should  rcllccl  an  average  of  the  5 1 mmbf  and 
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05-24:  There  is  a very  broad  range  to  the  recreation  alter- 
natives. Please  refer  to  Actions  RC-Al.1.1,  RC-Bl.1.1, 
RC-C  1.1.1  and  RC-D  1.1.1.  Allocations  for  recreation 
management  var\'  from  a low  of  651  acres  in  Alternative 
A to  a high  of  79,152  acres  in  Alternative  D.  This  is  a 
range  from  7%  of  the  BLM  lands  to  79%.  Allocations  for 
recreation  in  alternatives  B and  C are  similar  in  size, 
63,928  acres  (66%)  and  61,667  acres  (62%)  respectively. 
However,  there  would  be  a marked  difference  between 
the  settings  managed.  Alternative  B has  a communit\'- 
based  market  emphasis  and  70%  of  the  BLM  lands  exhib- 
iting rural  and  roaded-natural  settings  would  be  allocated 
for  recreation  management.  Conversely,  Alternative  C 
has  an  undeveloped/dispersed  market  emphasis  and  94% 
of  the  BLM  lands  exhibiting  semi-primitive  settings 
would  be  allocated  for  recreation  management  while  only 
7%  of  the  rural  and  37  % of  the  roaded-natural  lands 
would  be  so  allocated. 

Each  alternative  makes  concessions  for  the  fact  that  the 
population  of  northern  Idaho  will  increase  significantly 
over  the  life  of  this  plan,  placing  more  pressure  on  public 
lands  for  diverse  recreation  and  commodip'  needs.  The 
range  of  alternatives  considers  the  range  of  resource  is- 
sues that  could  foreseeably  arise  under  the  life  of  the  plan 
and  attempts  to  strike  the  best  balance  between  the  needs 
of  the  various  user  groups. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 

Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

05-25:  C^onscn'ation  measures  designed  specifically  to  reduce  the  chances  of  environmental  degradation  while  managing  resources  for  a mul- 
titude ot  uses  are  outlined  in  the  alternatives  for  most  resources.  T&H  species,  watersheds,  riparian  areas,  non-forested  areas,  and  areas  des- 
ignated as  ACKCs  are  examples  of  resources  for  which  specific  conservation  measures  have  been  developed.  The  level  of  detail  that  the 
commenter  is  asking  for  is  appropriate  for  project-level  documentation,  but  not  for  a document  that  must  be  flexible  enough  to  allow  for 
changing  condidons  and  a wide  variety'  of  potential  types  of  projects  over  the  life  of  the  plan.  Special  uses  are  only  allowed  when  there  is  a 
demonstrated  public  need  or  benefit  and  the  uses  are  consistent  and  compatible  with  the  area’s  management  objective  and  managed  condi- 
tion. Permit  issuance  is  discretionary.  Standard  administrative  procedures  have  long  been  in  place  for  managing  special  use  permits.  Sub- 
stantial guidance  is  contained  in  the  BLM  Recreation  Permit  Administration  Handbook,  H-2930-1.  Cost  recovery  is  directed  “if  more  than 
50  hours  of  staff  time  is  required  for  processing  a permit”  (pg.  21).  Recovery  charges  can  be  based  upon  the  actual  personnel,  vehicle,  travel 
and  materials  costs  required  to  issue,  administer,  and  monitor  the  permit.  Bonds  may  be  imposed  by  the  authorized  officer.  They  may  be  in 
the  form  of  a cash  bond,  payment  bond,  or  surety'  bond  and  will  “be  sufficient  to  defray  the  costs  of  restoration,  reclamation,  or  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  lands  affected  by  the  permitted  use”  (pg.  39).  “Permits  are  monitored  for  compliance  with  stipulations,  terms,  and  conditions. 
The  amount  of  such  monitoring  is  commensurate  with  the  resource  values  at  risk,  the  permittee’s  past  record  of  compliance,  and  the  ability 
to  obtain  monitoring  services  through  other  means  such  as  local  police,  other  permittees,  the  public,  and  other  factors”  (pp.  41-42). 

05-26:  BLM  feels  that  for  the  purposes  of  a programmatic  document  such  as  an  RMP,  in  which  site-specific  decisions  are  not  being  made, 
GAP  data  is  sufficient.  Site  specific,  on  the  ground  data  wiU  be  collected  as  part  of  any  foUow-up  action,  including  forest  treatments,  fire 
management  actions,  and  mineral  actions.  Guidance  on  the  level  of  detail  and  decision-making  in  an  RMP  is  given  by  43  CFR  1610.0-5  (k), 
which  says  "It  [a  resource  management  plan]  is  not  a final  implementation  decision  on  actions  which  require  further  specific  plans,  process 
steps,  or  decisions  under  specific  provisions  of  law  and  regulations"  and  by  BLM  LUP  Handbook  (H-1601-1),  Appendix  C,  page  1,  which 
specifically  says  "Land  Use  Plan  Decisions:  These  broad-scale  decisions  guide  future  land  management  actions  and  subsequent  site-specific 
implementation  decisions." 

05-27:  ASQ  is  described  in  Chapter  3,  Section  3.3.1.  The  Allowable  Sale  Quantity  (ASQ)  was  the  term  used  in  the  old  Management  Frame- 
work Plan  (MFP)  (and  applies  to  Alternative  A)  which  assigned  an  annual  sale  quantity  that  had  to  be  met.  The  PSQ  is  not  a mandatory' 
quantity  that  must  be  met,  but  is  the  estimated  quantity  of  forest  products  that  may  be  produced  as  a result  of  land  treatment  actions  de- 
scribed in  Alternatives  B,  C and  D. 

05-28:  Alternative  D was  arrived  at  by  determining  how  many  acres  could  be  treated  over  the  life  of  this  plan  (15  years)  considering  realistic 
constraints  of  estimated  funding  and  manpower  availability. 
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I 880  mbf  identified  in  each  of  iKose  allema(i%'cs.  respectively.  Ibis  would  yield  an  annual  ASQ 
I target  of  approximately  i nimhf, 


05-29:  I'he  ASQ  applies  only  to  Alternative  A,  while  the 
PSQ  applies  to  Alternative  B,  C,  anti  D.  (See  explanation 
for  05-27. 
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Further,  it  is  not  apparent,  how  the  ASQ  c.slimatcs  were  developed.  .A  clear  rationale  for  how 
ASQ  estimates  were  developed  should  be  incoiporated  tiilo  the  FF.IS.  As  it  now  stantLs.  the 
alternatives  displayed  do  not  provide  the  decision-maker  with  a reasonable  range  upt>n  which  to 
base  their  decision. 
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With  regards  to  management  of  old  growth,  we  encourage  you  l«)  .set  atlainnveni  targets  to  ensure 
that  a variety  of  Ibrest  stnjctures  ore  maintained  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife  resources,  as  well  as 
for  the  public  and  other  purptjses.  With  this  in  mind,  we  urge  you  to  consider  a specific  goal  of 
inc-reasing  old  growth  forests  throughout  the  resource  area.  As  currently  written,  a perverse 
incentive  to  log  latc-seral  and  mature  forest  stands  before  they  meet  old  gntwlh  definitions  could 
be  an  unintended  result  of  the  preferred  alternative  as  written,  In.stead.  any  advrpted  alternative 
should  clearly  promote  the  recruitment  of  future  old  growth  startds.  in  order  to  ensure  habitat 
variability  across  the  ownership. 


Even  though  the  MFP,  under  which  we  are  still  operating, 
states  that  the  ASQ  is  6.5  MMBF,  forested  acres  lost  over 
the  past  20+.  years  has  significandy  reduced  the  number 
of  available  forested  acres  on  the  CDAFO  area  that  can 
be  treated.  The  previous  ASQ  was  modified  by  averaging 
the  acres  treated  over  the  past  20  years  and  applying  the 
treatment  actions  to  these  forest  vegetation  t)fpes  (Dry 
Conifer,  Wet/Cold  Conifer,  and  Wet/Warm  Conifer). 
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Finally,  the  DlilS  does  not  provide  sullleient  direction  for  vegetation  and  forest  management 
direction  as  it  relates  to  numerous  important  forest  issues.  Ihis  would  include  variation  between 
dry  and  moist  forest  management  emphases,  respon.se  to  in.scct  and  disease,  forest  restoration 
goals  and  objectives,  priority  areas  for  fuels  reduction,  impacts  ofelimatc  change,  and  other 
issues. 
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Wc  strongly  encourage  you  to  clabsiratc  on  these  and  other  forest  and  vegetation  management 
issues  in  the  FBIS  and  to  pmvide  for  further  public  comment  and  review,  in  advance  of  the 
issuance  of  a Record  of  l>ecision. 

Fire  Management 

We  are  encouraged  that  the  direction  for  fire  nvanagement  will  incorporate  Wildland  l■ire  Use 
(WFU)  in  all  areas  outside  of  the  Wildland-lirban  Interface  (Will).  We  encmiragc  you  to  work 
ccHipcralivcIy  with  the  Forest  Service  and  other  federal  land  management  agcncie.s  in  the 
development  of  interagency  Fire  Management  Plans,  as  required  by  the  2001  Federal  Wildland 
Fire  Management  Policy  aitd  Review. 

Special  consideration  for  WFU  should  apply  in  WSAs,  as  well  as  in  areas  directly  adjacent  to 
Forest  Service-administered  Inventoried  Roadless  Areas. 

By  increasing  options  for  WFU.  the  Bl.M  can  reduce  firefighting  costs,  restore  fire-adapted 
ccosystrnns  and  safeguard  firefighters.  Further,  wc  recognize  that  including  an  area  for 
eonsidcratiem  of  WFU  docs  ntH  preclude  other  management  responses,  I lowevcr.  the  adoption  of 
a clear  and  concise  WFU  policy  allows  tor  an  appropriate  management  response,  which  can 
accomplish  the  resource  goals  of  the  plan  at  minima!  cost  to  the  taxpayer  and  the  environment. 

We  also  strongly  endorse  the  application  of  Minimum  Impact  Suppression  Tactics  and  encourage 
you  to  provide  for  greater  clarity  in  the  FFIS.  Proposed  direction  would  apply  MIST  in  “special 
designation  areas  c.g..  WSA.  ACFC,  Recreation  Sites,  etc.)"  This  list  should  be  expanded  and 
i<teho  Conscrvolkm  l.cagoc.'The  Wildcmcss  Society  Commenu  on  the  Cocur  d'Alene  Field  OtTice  Resourec 
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clarified  to  include  habitat  for  T.  K.  & S species,  roadless  areas,  old  growth,  unique  sites,  and 
other  sites  of  cultural,  ecological,  recreational  and  scientific  importance. 

Finally,  as  has  been  raised  previously  in  these  comments,  we  do  not  feel  that  the  alternatives 
developed  represent  a rea-sonabic  range  of  altemalives  with  regards  to  fire  matiagcmcnt. 

UNFISH 

While  wc  appreciate  the  consideration  of  a revised  strategy  for  the  protection  of  Inland  Native 
Fish,  wc  arc  concerned  that  the  C'oeur  d'Alene  Native  Fish  Strategy  (C'NFISH),  as  written,  fails 
to  adequately  protect  habitat  for  threatened  and  sensitive  species  in  the  area.  In  tight  of  our 
concerns,  we  encourage  you  to  retain  the  Inland  Native  Fish  Strategy  (INFISII)  without 
modification. 

Specifically,  wc  ertcourage  you  to  maintain  requirements  that  prohibit  activities  within  Riparian 
Habitat  Conservation  Areas/Riparian  Conservation  Areas  (RHCA/RCAs)  that  wtruld  degrade 
Riparian  Management  Objectives  (R.MOs),  Further,  only  activities  that  wt»uld  contribute  to  the 
attainment  of  RMOs  .should  be  permitted  within  RHCA/RCAs.  ITiis  would  ensure  that  rcssHirecs 
within  RHCA/RCAs  arc  not  degraded. 


The  PSQ  was  arrived  at  by  applying  different  treatments 
based  on  the  three  major  forest  vegetation  t}-pes  and  the 
estimated  acres  that  would  treated  in  each  of  these  forest 
vegetation  types. 

05-30:  As  noted  in  Chapter  3,  Section  3.2.5,  the  Dry  Coni- 
fer and  Wet/Warm  Conifer  vegetation  types  are  deficient 
in  late  serai  (large  trees)  stages.  The  Wet/Cold  vegetation 
type  is  deficient  in  early  and  mid-serai  stages.  Alternatives 
B,  C,  and  D deal  with  these  issues  by  concentrating  on 
creating  more  late  serai  stages  in  the  Dry  Conifer  and 
Wet/ Warm  Conifer  vegetation  types  and  more  early  serai 
in  the  Wet/Cold  vegetation  type.  Because  much  of  the 
Wet/Cold  Conifer  vegetation  ty^e  is  in  the  late  serai 
stage,  this  may  necessitate  cutting  some  late  serai  stands. 
However,  Vegetation  - Forests  and  Woodlands  Action 
VF-Bl.2.6  places  specific  restrictions  on  treatments 
within  the  vicinity  of  exiting  old  growth  stands. 

05-31:  Please  review  management  actions  for  Objectives 
VF-A1.2,  B.1.2,  C.1.2  and  D.1.2.  The  RMP  is  designed  to 
allow  for  flexibility  and  a range  of  options  for  manage- 
ment of  all  resources  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 

05-32:  Please  review  management  actions  for  Objectives 
VF-A1.2,  B.1.2,  C.1.2  and  D.1.2.  The  RAIP  is  designed  to 
allow  for  flexibility  and  a range  of  options  for  manage- 
ment of  all  resources  over  the  life  of  the  plan.  Also 
Chapter  3,  Section  3.2.5  discusses  insect  and  disease  is- 
sues and  their  impacts  on  the  three  forest  vegetation 
types. 

05-33:  BLM  has  coordinated  planning  with  the  Forest  Ser- 
vice and  other  adjacent  land  managers.  Following  com- 
pletion of  this  RMP  the  BLM  will  appropriately  revise  the 
Field  Office  Fire  Management  Plan.  This  revision  will 
also  be  coordinated  with  adjacent  land  managers. 


. „ I Further,  direction  to  protect  water  quality  and  fish  habitat  should  apply  to  all  waters  administered 
40  I by  BLM  within  the  Field  Office  area,  instead  of  only  those  areas  occupied  by  native  fish. 
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As  currently  written,  CNFISH  could  be  subject  to  abuse  in  scvc-ral  sections,  For  instance, 
direction  may  prove  weak  urui  irteflicicnt  where  the  RMP  says,  road  management  should  strive 
to  meet  [RMOsJ  and  avoid  adverse  effects  to  native  fish."  or  activities  "should  be  designed  to 
enhance,  restore  or  maintain...  characteristics  of  the  RCA..."  Another  example  where  proposed 
CNFISH  direction  is  lacking  with  regards  to  road  management  is  the  direction  to  prohibit, 
“(slidcca-sting  of  road  materials. ..  in  watersheds  occupied  by  native  fish.”  Instead,  wc  encourage 
clear  language  that  requires  RMOs  not  be  degraded  and  that  management  actions  clearly  lead  to 
attainment  of  RMOs, 


Protection  of  Wilderness  ChanctCT 

Wc  arc  extremely  concerned  by  the  failure  to  identify  lands  with  wilderness  cnaractcnstics  as  a 
separate  resource  value.  The  Drart  RMP  fails  to  comprehensively  analyze  the  impacts  land  use 
planning  decisions  may  have  on  these  lands.  'I'he  Orafi  RMP  simply  slates: 

Currently  there  are  three  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  within  the  planning  area.  I he 
RMP  will  not  change  this  status,  and.  in  accordance  with  current  BLM  land  use  planning 
policy,  no  new  WSAs  will  he  designated.  (F.S-2) 

The  r>raft  RMP  docs  mention  the  management  of.  and  potential  impacts  to  the  existing  WSAs  in 
several  sections;  however,  the  inventory  of  and/or  muiiagcmcnl  of  additional  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  is  never  discussed.  The  failure  fo  include  ibis  Issue  in  the  Dr»n 

Idsiia  r iKMcrviHKin  I.esgue/I1ic  Wilderness  Society  Comments  on  ihe  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  OfTiee  Resource 
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05-34:  Please  see  Actions  WF-Cl.1.2  and  WF-Dl.1.2  in  the 
Wildland  Fire  Management  section  of  the  alternadves. 
These  actions  state  that  minimum  impact  suppression 
tactics  (MIST)  will  be  employed  to  protect  valuable  re- 
sources in  special  management  areas. 

05-35:  The  completion  of  the  RMP  will  trigger  a revision  of 
the  Field  Office  Fire  Management  Plan  (MFP).  This 
revised  MFP  will  contain  more  detailed  guidance  on  Ap- 
propriate Management  Response  (AMR)  affecting  wild- 
land fire  use. 

05-36:  MIST  is  a tool  often  used  by  Wildland  Fire  Manag- 
ers. The  use  of  “etc.”  in  the  subject  action  will  provide 
for  use  in  a great  range  of  situations,  to  include  those 
identified  in  your  comment. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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05-37:  Lack  of  variation  in  the  alternatives  regarding  tire  management  is  a result  of  the  scattered  ownership  pattern  of  BI.M-administcred 
lands.  Adjacent  and/or  nearby  private  and  State  lands  limit  the  options  available  to  manage  fire  on  BLM  lands. 

05-38:  Many  of  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  in  CNFISH  are  identical  in  wording  to  INL'ISH,  and  some  the  BLM  believes  are  actually 
stronger.  For  example,  the  CNFISH  RF-2a  requires  analysis  prior  to  construction  of  roads  and  landings  in  all  RCAs,  while  INFISH  only 
requires  this  in  priority  watersheds.  In  RF-2b  INFISH  guidance  is  to  minimize  roads  and  landings  in  RHCAs,  while  CNF'ISH  guidance  is  to 
close  existing  roads  and  avoid  construction  of  new  roads  and  landings  in  RCAs.  Also,  the  CNFISH  RCA  buffer  width  for  Category  4 non- 
priority’ watersheds  is  100  feet,  while  the  INFISH  RHCA  buffer  is  50  feet. 

(i)5-39:  As  written,  actions  that  would  degrade  riparian  resources  are  prohibited  in  RCAs.  Only  those  that  would  result  in  a net  benefit  to 
aquatic  and  riparian  resources  would  be  allowed.  RCA-1  states:  Activities  in  RCAs  will  be  designed  to  enhance,  restore  or  maintain  the 
physical  and  biological  characteristics  of  the  RCA. 

05-40:  Though  it  is  called  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Native  Fish  Strategy,  the  strategy’  does  apply  to  aU  waters  within  the  planning  area.  All  waters, 
including  non  fish-bearing  streams,  intermittent  streams  and  wetlands  have  RCAs,  and  the  RMOs  and  conservation  measures  apply  to  all 
RCAs.  By  including  “native  fish”  in  the  tide  of  the  strategy,  we  are  indicating  our  intent  to  focus  our  conservation  and  restoration  efforts 
on  fish  that  are  native  to  the  planning  area,  and  not  encourage  introduced  species,  especially  where  they  may  negatively  impact  native  fish. 

05-41:  CNFISH  incorporates  language  allowing  greater  flexibility  than  INFISH.  This  change  was  needed  as  it  was  found  that  INFISH  was  too 
restrictive  of  management  actions  as  written,  and  sometimes  resulted  in  less  effective  resource  management  than  would  have  occurred  if  it 
were  more  flexible. 

05-42:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1  and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 
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KMP  constitutes  «n  unsup|Hirtubie  repudiation  of  applicable  lass  and  the  ai&enc>  current 
polic> 


42 


RecxHnmendiilion:  BI.M  xhuuld  include  protection  oflands  with  wilderness  characteristics  in  the 
I'l-IS.  and  ilHmiughly  analyze  this  issue  thn>ugh<,>ut  the  planning  process.  As  staled  previously, 
the  riilS  should  provide  lor  additional  public  comnK'nt  and  review  prior  to  the  issuance  of  a 


ROD. 
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Iltc  lands  governed  by  the  <\x.*ur  d'Alene  RMI’  contain  pristine  wildlands,  including  lliose 
identified  in  a report  complclcd  by  the  Idaho  Forest.  Wildlife  and  Range  Policy  Analy  sis  Group 
of  the  University  of  Idalio  entitled  "Idaho  Roadless  Areas  and  Wilderness  l*roposals” 
(Attachment  1 ).  Section  201  of  the  Federal  hand  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FI  .PMA,  4.1 
U.S.C.  § 1701,  el  setj.)  mandates  that  HI.M  inventory  llic  ivsources  of  the  public  land.s.  their 
resources  and  value.  4,1  U.S.C.  §1711.  In  the  land  use  planning  process,  including  revision  of 
RMPs,  Section  202  of  FI.PMA  requires  that  BI  .M  take  into  account  the  inventory  and  determine 
which  multiple  uses  are  best  suited  to  which  portions  of  the  planning  area.  4.1  U.S.C.  § 1712. 
BUM'S  mandate  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  as  well  as  other  relevant  law  and  Bl.M's 
current  guidonee.  provides  for  inventory  and  protection  of  wilderness  values,  BI.M  h ubiigaled 
(o  inventory  for  and  consider  a range  of  alternativ  es  to  protect  lands  w ith  n ildcmcs.s 
charaeteristics. 


1.  Wilderness  character  is  a valuable  resource  and  imixmaot  multinle  u.se  of  the  lands  aovemed 
hv  the  Coeur  d'Alene  RMP. 

BI.M  has  identified  "wilderness  charaelcri^ics”  to  include  naturalness  or  providing  oppoitunilics 
for  solitude  or  primitive  recreation.  See,  Instruction  Memoranda  (IMs)  2003-274  and  2003-275. 
ITiesc  values  should  also  be  identified  and  protected  through  this  planning  process.  BI.M  should 
recognize  the  wide  range  of  values  associated  with  lands  with  wilderness  character: 
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a.  Scenic  values  - FI.PMA  specifically  identifies  "scenic  values"  as  a resource  of  BI.M  lands  for 
purposes  of  invenutry  and  management  (43  U.S.C.  § 171  l{a).l.  and  the  unspoiled  landscapes  of 
lands  with  wilderness  characteri sties  generally  provide  spectacular  viewing  experiences.  Ilic 
scenic  values  of  these  lands  will  be  severely  compromis<^  if  dcstrxielive  activities  or  other  visual 
impairments  arc  permitted. 


b.  Recreation  — FLPMA  aLso  idrmlifies  "outdoor  recreation"  as  a valuable  resource  to  be 
inventoried  and  managed  by  BI.M.  43  U.S.C.  § 171 1(a).  I^mds  with  wilderness  characicri.stics 
provide  opp«irfunitics  for  primitive  recreation,  such  as  hiking,  camping,  hunting  and  wildlife 
viewing.  Most,  if  no!  all  primitive  recreation  experiences  will  be  foreclosed  or  severely 
impacted  if  the  naturalness  and  quiet  of  these  lands  are  not  preserved. 


c.  Wildlife  habitat  atvd  riparian  areas  - F l.P.MA  acknowledges  the  value  of  wildlife  habitat  found 
in  public  lands  arul  recognizes  habitat  as  an  important  use.  43  U.S.C.  g 1 702(c).  Due  to  their 
unspoiled  stale,  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  provide  valuable  habitat  for  wildlife, 
ihcrcb)  supporting  additional  rcstiurces  and  uses  of  the  public  lands.  The  Fhal)  R.MP  discusses 
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Ihc  importance  of  large  tracts  of  roadless  hahitat  in  Section  3.2.7.  Specifically,  the  Drufi  RMP 
states: 
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If  the  historic  trend  of  habitat  loss  and  disturbaivcc  dtics  not  slow  down  or  reverse,  then 


species  currently  li.sicd  a.s  sensitive  are  likely  to  be  li.sted  as  threatened  or  endangered.  (3- 
37) 


F urther,  the  Draft  RMP  specifically  outlines  the  benefits  of  unfragmcnlcd  habitat  fw  Ihc 
endangered  W«x)dland  Caribsiu,  the  threatened  Canada  I.ynx.  the  endangered  Northern  Gray 
Wolf,  the  threatened  Grizzjy  Bear,  the  Ihrealenod  American  Bald  liaglc,  and  the  Western 
Yellow-billed  Cuckoo,  a candidate  species.  The  Bl  M has  an  the  opp<»rluniiy  to  address  the 
habitat  loss  discu-ssed  throughout  section  3.2.7  by  inventorying  lands  for  wilderness 
characteristics  and  managing  these  lartds  to  maintain  these  characlerislies. 


As  part  of  their  habitat,  many  species  are  also  dependent  on  riparian  and  other  wetland  habitats, 
especially  during  cither  sea.soival  migrations  or  scasetns  and  years  when  surrounding  habitats  are 
dry  and  unproductive.  Wilderness  quality  lands  support  biodiversity,  watershed  protection  and 
overall  healthy  ceosyslcm.s.  The  low  route  density,  absence  of  development  activities  and 
corresponding  dearth  of  motorized  vehicles,  which  are  integral  to  wilderness  character,  also 
ensure  the  clean  air.  clean  water  aivd  lack  of  disturbance  necessary  for  productive  wildlife  habitat 
and  riparian  areas  (which  supp*>rt  both  wildlife  habitat  and  human  uses  ol  water). 
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Further,  inventorying  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  will  also  provide  important  data  on 
existing  large  blocks  of  habitat  and  how  BI.M  can  restore  these  bUKks  of  Itabitat  to  better  match 
Ihc  historic  range  of  variability.  Swanson  et  al.  (1994)  contend  that  inaiuiging  an  ecosystem 
within  its  range  of  variability  is  appropriate  to  maintain  diverse,  resilient,  productive,  and  healthy 
ecosystems  for  viable  populaticwis  of  native  species.  Using  the  historical  langc  of  variability,  they 
believe,  is  Ihc  most  scientifically  defensible  way  to  meet  society's  objective  of  sustaining  habitat. 
Patrick  Daigle  and  Rick  Daw.son.  Extension  Note  07;  Management  Concepts  for  Landscape 
Ecology  (Part  1 of  7).  October  1996.  hnn://svww.for.gov.bc.9aTild/pub!v''dt>cs^erv/cil07  J)di:  lUinu 
Swan.son.  F.  }.,  Jones.  J.  A ; Wallin.  D.  O.;  C'issel.  J.  H.  I9<M.  Natural  variubility-iinplications 
for  ecosystem  management.  In:  Jensen.  M.  E.;  Bourgeron,  P.  .S.,  lech.  cds.  Fuistsidc  Forest 
Ecosystem  Health  Assessment— Volume  II:  Eco.systcm  management;  principles  and  applications, 
<icn.  Tech.  Rep.  PNW-GTR-318.  Portland,  OK:  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture.  Forest  Service. 
Pacific  Northwest  Research  Station:  pp  89-106. 


I Identifying,  resurring  and  protecting  substantial  ixwtdlcss  areas  in  Ihc  lands  governed  by  the 
C'oeur  d'Alene  RMP  can  provide  crucial  benefits  to  M^ildlil'c. 
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d.  Cultural  restiufccs  - FI.PMA  akso  recognizes  the  importance  of  "historical  values"  as  part  of 
the  resources  of  the  public  lands  to  he  protected.  43  U.S.C.  § 1702(c).  Fhc  luck  of  intensive 
human  access  and  activity  on  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  helps  to  protect  these 
resources. 


I e.  fconomk:  bcncfils  - The  recreation  opportunities  provided  by  wilderness  quality  lands  also 
48  yield  direct  economic  benefits  to  local  communities.  According  to  the  U.S.  Fish  & Wildlife 
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05-43:  Thank'}'ou  for  your  comment.  See 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 


responses  Pl-1 


05-44:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  See  responses  04-1 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 


05-45:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


05-46:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
05-47:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


05-48:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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05-49:  Thank  you  for  ycjur  comment. 


Service,  in  2001  State  residents  and  non-residents  spent  S^82  million  on  wildlife  recrention  in 
Idaho.  (USI-  WS  200 1 . XuUonat  Survey  of/lunlinv.  I ixhinu  and  WiUltilc-usMtcialcd  Kvereufion  - 
hltp://www.censuji.gov/prod/2(M)3|»ubs/OI  fh»/lhwO  I -id.pdO.  In  odJilion,  local  communities  that 
protect  wildland.s  reap  measurable  beitefil-s  in  terms  of  employment  and  personal  income.  Tor 
instance,  u recent  report  by  the  Stinorun  Institute  (Sonoran  Institute  2(XM.  /’roinerliv  in  the  2 1 si 
Century  -Ihe  Rule  ofl'rotccted  PubliL  Lamh\  found  that: 

Prolf^ctctl  lands  have  the  greatest  influence  on  economic  growth  in  rural  isolated 
counties  that  lack  easy  access  to  larger  markets.  From  1970  to  2IHHI,  real  per  capita 
income  in  isolated  rural  counties  with  protected  land  grew  more  than  60  percent 
faster  than  isolated  counties  without  any  protected  lands. 

These  lindings  continn  earlier  research,  showing  tliat  wilderness  is  clearly  hunerieial  for  local 
economies.  Kesidents  of  counties  with  wilderness  cite  wilderness  as  on  importiuU  reason  why 
they  moved  to  the  county,  and  long-term  residents  cite  it  as  a roa.son  they  stay.  Recent  survey 
results  also  indicate  that  many  firms  decide  to  locate  or  stay  in  the  West  because  of  scenic 
amenities  and  wildlife-based  recreation,  both  of  which  luv  strongly  supported  by  wilderness 
areas  (Morton  2000.  Wilderness:  The  Silent  Enuine  nt  the  H’e.vt  '.v  CctuMnn  ).  Other  •non- 
market"  economic  values  arise  from  the  ability  of  wildlands  to  contribute  to  recreation  and 
recrcation-relatcd  jobs,  scientific  research,  scenic  viewsheds,  biodiversity  conservation,  and 
waterslied  protection.  (Morton  1 999.  /he  /ieonomie  HenefU.s  of  Wilderness:  Theon’  and 
. FrosUlse.  Loomis  2(X)0,  Eeonomie  I'alues  of  Wilderness  fteereallon  and  Pcasire  Use;  What  We 
/Jg  Utink  We  Know  at  the  Turn  of  the  21"  C enturv).  All  of  these  economic  benefits  arc  dependent 
upon  adequate  prtitection  of  the  wilderness  characteristics  of  the  lands. 

f.  Quality  of  life  - '1110  wildlands  located  within  the  t^oeur  d'Alene  RMP  help  to  define  the 
character  of  this  area  and  arc  an  important  component  of  the  quality  of  life  for  local  residents  and 
future  generations.  Iltcir  protectitm  enables  the  cu.stoms  and  culture  of  this  community  to 
continue. 
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g.  Balanced  use  - The  vast  majority  of  Bl.M  lands  arc  open  to  motorized  use  and  development. 
Fl.PMA  recognizes  that  "multiple  use"  of  the  public  lands  requires  “a  combination  of  balanced 
and  diverse  resource  uses"  that  includes  recreation,  watershed,  wildlife,  fish,  and  natural  scenic 
and  historical  values  (43  U.S.C.  § 1 702(c)).  Fl.PMA  also  requires  Bl.M  to  prepare  land  use 
plans  that  may  limit  certain  uses  in  some  areas  (43  U.S.C.  § 1712).  Many  other  multiple  uses  of 
public  lands  arc  compatible  w ith  protection  of  wilderness  characteristics  - in  fact,  many  are 
enhanced  if  not  dependent  on  protection  of  wilderness  qualities  (such  os  primitive  recreation  and 
wildlife  habitat).  Protection  of  wilderness  characteristics  will  benefit  many  of  the  other  multiple 
uses  of  Bl.M  lands,  while  other  more  c.\clusionary  u.scs  (such  us  off-road  vehicle  u.se  and  timber 
harvesting)  will  still  have  adequate  t>pportunitics  on  other  Bl.M  lands. 
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2.  Bl.M  must  consider  alternatives  for  managing  lands  managed  bv  the  Cocur  d'Alene  RMP  to 
prtnccl  their  wilderness  charactcri.stics. 

The  range  of  alternatives  is  "the  heart  of  the  environmental  impact  statement."  40  ('.F.R.  § 
1502.14.  NFPA  requires  Bl.M  to  "rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate"  a range  of 
alternatives  to  proposed  federal  actions.  See  40  C. F.R.  §§  1502.14(a)  and  1508.25(c). 
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NliPA's  requirement  that  alternatives  be  studied,  developed,  and  described  both  guides 
the  .substaiKx;  of  environmental  decision-making  and  provides  evidence  that  the  mandated 
decision-making  process  has  actually  taken  place.  Informed  and  meaningful 
consideration  of  alternatives  — including  the  no  aaion  alternative  — is  thus  an 
integral  part  of  the  statutory  scheme. 

Bob  Marshall  Alliance  v.  Iludcl.  852  F'.2d  1223,  1228  (9th  Cir.  1988),  ccri.  denied.  489 
U.S,  1066  ( 1 989)  (citations  and  emphasis  omitted). 

"An  agency  mu.st  look  at  every  reasonable  alternative,  with  the  range  dictated  by  the  nature  and 
scope  of  the  proposed  action.”  Northwest  F.nvtl  Defense  Center  v.  Bonneville  Power  Admin.. 
117F.3d  1520,  1538(9*  Cir.  1997).  An  agency  violates  NLPA  by  failing  to  "rigorously  explore 
and  objectively  evaluate  all  rea.sonublc  alternatives"  to  the  proposed  action.  City  of  I cnakcc 
Springs  V.  CkHjuh.  915  F.2d  1308.  1310(9*  Cir.  1990)  (quoting 40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14).  This 
evaluation  extends  to  considering  more  environmentally  protective  alternatives  and  mitigation 
measures.  See.  e.g..  Kootenai  I ribc  of  Idaho  v.  Vcncman.  313  F.3d  1094.1 122-1123  (9*  Cir. 
2002)  (and  cases  cited  therein);  see  aha  Or.  Hnytl.  Council  v.  Kunzman.  614  F.Supp.  657,  659- 
660  (U.  Or.  1985)  (slating  that  the  aliemalivcs  that  must  be  considered  under  NF:PA  are  those 
t)uu  would  “avoid  nr  minimize"  adverse  cnvironmcnlai  effects). 
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NEPA  requires  that  an  actual  "range"  of  alternatives  is  considered,  such  that  the  Act  will 
"preclude  agencies  from  defining  the  objectives  of  their  actions  in  terms  so  unreasonably  narrow 
that  they  can  be  accomplished  be  only  one  alternative  (jjE.  the  applicant's  proposed  project)." 
Colorado  Lnvironnicntiil  Coalition  v Dombeck.  185  F..3d  1162,  1174  (10*  Cir.  1999),  citing 
Simmon-s  v.  United  States  Corps  of  Engineers.  120  F..3d  664.  669  (7*  Cir.  1997).  litis 
requirement  prevents  the  HIS  from  becoming  "a  foreordained  formality.”  C'itv  of  New  York  v. 
Ocoortmiml  of  1 ransp  . 7 1 5 F.2d  732.  743  (2"^  C ir.  1 983).  .Kee  aho.  I>avis  v.  Mineta.  302  F.3d 
1 104  (10*  Cir.  2002). 
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Given  the  broad  purpose  of  the  preparation  of  the  Cocur  d’Alene  RMP  and  the  information 
compiled  by  the  public  regarding  lands  with  wilderness  charaetcriMics,  the  range  of  alternatives 
for  these  lands  should  include  alternatives  to  protect  these  lands.  Thi.s  range  of  alternatives  is 
also  consistent  with  BLM’t  Fl.PMA  obligations  to  inventory  its  lands  and  resources,  "including 
outdoor  recreation  and  scenic  values"  (43  U.S.C.  § 171 1(a)),  which  by  definition  includes 
wilderness  character.  Fl.PMA  also  obligates  Bl.M  to  take  this  inventory  into  account  when 
preparing  land  use  plans,  using  and  observing  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 
43  U.S.C.  5 l7l2(cX4);  43  U.S.C.  § 1712(c)(1).  llirough  management  plon.s,  Bl.M  can  and 
should  prolc-ct  wilderness  character  and  the  many  uses  that  wildcmcs.s  character  provides  on  the 
public  lands  through  various  management  decisions,  including  by  excluding  or  limiting  certain 
uses  of  the  public  lands.  See,  43  U.S.C.  S 1 7 1 2(c).  This  is  necessary  and  consistent  with  the 
definition  of  multiple  use,  which  identifies  the  importance  of  various  aspects  of  wilderness 
character  (such  as  recreation,  wildlife,  natural  scenic  values)  and  requires  BI.M's  consideration 
of  the  relative  values  of  these  rcsourec.s  but  "not  necessarily  to  the  cumhinalion  of  uses  that  will 
give  the  grealcsl  economic  return."  43  U.S.C.  { 1702(c). 


f..  I H.  Bl.M  should  consider  designating  new  Wilderness  Study  Afcas. 
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05-50:  The  range  of  planning  issues  identified  during  the 
public  scoping  period  indicated  that  while  resource  con- 
servation is  a goal  that  the  public  expects  of  BLM  when 
managing  their  resources,  many  constituents  see  BL.M 
lands  as  a source  of  renewable  or  non-renewable  com- 
modities or  as  a location  to  practice  recreadonal  practices 
that  may  not  be  promoted  under  the  Conservation  AJter- 
nadve  (Alternadve  C).  To  accommodate  those  needs 
while  sdll  providing  a structured  framework  to  conserve 
and  protect  natural  and  cultural  resources,  BI^M  devel- 
oped Alternadve  D as  a compromise.  More  specifics 
about  the  process  of  choosing  the  preferred  alternadve 
are  given  in  Secdon  2.3.1  of  the  DRMP/EIS. 

Alternadve  D has  been  created  to  provide  access  to  re- 
sources to  as  diverse  a user  base  as  possible  while  protect- 
ing resources  for  future  benefit.  The  PUMP  includes 
measures  to  allow  for  commodity  uses  such  as  dmber 
harvest  and  mining,  diverse  recreadonal  opportunides 
such  as  OHV  use  and  backcountry  hiking,  maintenance 
of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  protecdon  of  physical 
resources  such  as  water,  soil,  and  vegetadon  that  benefit 
all  residents  of  northern  Idaho. 

TT  response  OK  but  in  addidon  it  should  also  be  pointed 
out  that  the  commentors  are  in  error  when  they  indicate 
“a  majority  of  BLM  lands  are  open  to  motorized  use”. 
Acdon  TM-D  1.1.1  designates  zero  acres  “open”. 

05-51:  The  BLM  planning  approach  focuses  on  goals  that 
are  common  to  all  alternadves,  while  the  alternadves 
provide  different  approaches  to  resolving  user-conflicts 
and  other  issues.  The  RJMP  was  prepared  in  accordance 
with  the  BLM  handbook  H-1601-1  for  alternadves.  The 
handbook  states  (page  21): 

c.  Each  fully-developed  alternadve  represents  a different 
land  use  plan  that  addresses  and/ or  resolves  the  idendfied 
planning  issues  in  different  ways. 

d.  Each  alternadve  will  include  a different  suite  of  poten- 
dal  planning  decisions  to  address  the  issues.  Some  poten- 
dal  planning  decisions  may  be  common  to  muldple,  or  all 
alternadves. 

e.  Goals  typically  pertain  to  all  alternadves  (wiU  not  varv 
by  alternadve).  Objeedves,  allowable  uses,  and  manage- 
ment acdons  may  (1)  be  consistent  across  alternadves, 
and/ or  (2)  vary  by  alternadve.  A plan  could  include  some 
objeedves  that  vary’  by  alternadve,  and  other  objeedves 
that  are  consistent  across  alternadves. 

05-52:  Please  see  response  05-51. 

05-53:  Please  see  response  05-51. 


( )5-54:  Thank  vou  for  vour  comment.  Please  see  response 
04-1. 
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Comments 
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05  (Com.) 

While  we  are  aware  of  the  April  2003  scttlenicnl  agreement  (Utah  Sctllcmcnl)  between  Seeretar>' 
of  the  Interior  Norton  and  the  State  of  Ulali  (in  which  BI.M  abdicated  its  authority  to  designate 
any  additional  WSAs).  we  maintain  that  this  agreement  is  invalid  bikI  will  ultimately  he 
overturned  in  pending  litigation.*'* 


l-.vcn  if  the  Utah  Settlement  is  reinstated,  not  as  a consent  decree,  it  is  illegal,  five  Utah 
Settlement  is  bajsed  on  an  interpretation  of  Kl.PMA  §§  201,  202.  and  603  that  is  errmrary  to 
KI.PMA's  plain  language.  Section  603  did  not  supersede  or  limit  BLM's  authority  under  § 201 
to  undertake  wilderness  inventories,  but  rather  relies  explicitly  on  BI.M  having  c.xactly  that 
authority  under  § 201 . Nor  did  § 603  in  any  way  limit  BI.M's  discretion  under  § 202  to  manage 
its  lands  a.s  it  sees  fit,  including  managing  areas  as  § 202  WSAs  in  accordance  with  the  Interim 
Management  Policy  (IMP),  livery  prior  admini.stration  has  created  WSAs  under  § 202  and  they 
plainly  had  authority  to  do  so.  Ihis  administration  has  such  authority  as  well,  making  this  a 
rea.sonable  alternative  deserving  of  consideration  in  this  NliPA  process. 


The  Utah  Settlement  is  also  illegal  because  the  court  in  Utah  lacked  jurisdiction  to  prohibit 
designation  of  new  WSAs  nationwide,  including  in  Idaho.  In  light  of  the  recent  ruling  and 
subsequent  action  of  the  parties,  TWS  emphasizes  that  the  BI.M  con  and  should  continue  to 
designate  new  WSAs  in  this  planning  process,  including  the  arca.s  identified  with  this 
submission.  Further,  if  BUM  fails  to  fulfill  these  obligations,  it  risks  v'iolating  both  FI.PMA  and 
NKPA,  and  jeopardizing  the  validity  of  this  entire  plaiming  process. 


55 


>>-  BLM  should  also  consider  other  maiiattenient  alternatives  for  protectina  lands  with wilderness 
characteristics. 


05-55:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 


The  Utah  Settlement  docs  not  affect  BI.M’s  obligation  to  value  w'ildcmoss  character  or, 
according  to  BUM  directives,  the  agency’s  ability  to  protect  that  character,  including  in  the 
development  of  management  alternatives. 
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BLM  has  nol  only  claimcHi  that  it  can  continue  to  protect  wilderness  values.^  but  has  also 
committed  to  doing  so.  On  September  29,  2003.  BLM  issued  IMs  2003-274  and  2003-275, 
formalizing  its  p^>licics  concerning  wilderness  stiKiy  and  consideration  of  wildcmes-s 
characteristics  in  the  wake  of  the  UUU)  Settlement.  In  the  (Ms  and  subsequent  public  statements, 
BI.M  has  claimed  that  its  abandonment  of  previous  policy  on  WSAs  would  not  prevent 
protection  of  lands  v^ilh  wilderness  characteristics.  I hc  IMs  contemplate  that  BLM  can  continue 
to  inventory  for  and  protect  land  *^vith  wilderness  characteristics,"  such  as  naturalness  or 


In  fief,  the  federal  court  in  Utah  revoked  its  of  the  tJtah  Sctticmcnl,  stating  that  its  approval  of  the  initial 

sentemeni  wa.s  never  intended  to  be  interptxncd  as  a binding  ccMisent  decree  Roc<^i/.ing  that  the  court's  decision 
undermined  the  legal  ground  for  the  Utah  Settiemeni,  the  Slate  of  Utah  and  the  Department  of  Interior  have  no\\' 
formally  withdrawn  the  settlement  as  it  was  originally  subtnmed.  This  casts  serious  doubt  upon  BI.M's  current 
policy  not  to  consider  designating  rsew  WSAs.  Because  Ihc  Suue  ofUiah  and  the  Department  of  Interior  have 
withdrawn  their  sctUemcnl  and  do  not  intend  to  seek  a new  consent  decree,  there  is  curremly  rK>  binding  consent 
decree  and  the  BLM  has  not  even  issued  any  updated  guidance  seeking  to  ctmtinuc  ai^lying  this  misguided,  and 
illegal,  policy. 

Idaho  Conservation  l.caguc'Thc  Wilderness  Societ>’  Comments  on  the  C oeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  Rcsouiee 
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providing  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  rccrcaiion,  through  the  planning  process,  'fhe 
IMs  further  provide  for  management  that  empha.sizcs  "the  protection  of  some  or  all  of  the 
wilderness  characteristics  as  a priority,"  even  if  this  means  prioritizing  wilderness  over  other 
multiple  uses.  This  guidance  docs  not  limit  its  application  to  lands  suitable  for  dcsigiiutiun  of 
WSAs;  fur  insuinec,  the  guidance  does  not  include  a requirement  for  the  lands  at  issue  to 
generally  comprise  5 (XX)- acre  parcels  or  a requirement  that  the  land,s  have  all  of  the  pixcnlial 
wildcrnc.ss  characteristics  in  order  to  merit  protection. 


In  an  April  1 1,  2003,  letter  to  Senators  Craig  Thomas  ( WY).  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (Sale 
Norton  slated:  “The  IXrpartincm  stands  firmly  committed  to  the  idea  that  we  can  and  should 
manage  our  public  lands  to  provide  for  multiple  use.  including  protection  of  those  area-s  that  have 
wilderness  characteristics.”  The  letter  also  stated  that  “the  government  can  identify,  or 
‘inventory’  lands  ...  for  wilderness  values”  and  manage  them  through  different  designations 
which  would  be  distinguished  from  Ihc  “limitation  of  the  1964  Wilderness  Act.  which  only 
allows  roadless  arca.s  greater  than  5000  acres  to  he  congress! onally  designated"  (Attachment  5). 


BI.M’s  Arizona  State  Office  has  recently  issued  guidance  that  elaborates  upon  this  guidance  by 
providing  for  identification  of  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  and  development  of 
management  prescriptions  to  prolcet  and  enhance  these  values  (IM  No.  A/.-2(X)5-007  — 
Attachment  6).  The  recently-released  Oral)  RMP  for  the  Arizona  Strip  (cxccrpl.s  in  Attachment 
7)  includes  land  use  allocations  for  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics  in  every  allcmativc  and 
sets  out  protective  management  prescriptions  ( fable  2.10).  This  RMP  also  includes  a detailed 
discussion  of  bow  BI.M  identified  and  assessed  wilderness  charaelcrislies  and  the  need  for 
protective  management  (Appendix  3.1)).  This  process  is  consistent  with  IT.PMA’s  direction  that 
BI.M  invenU>ry  for  the  many  values  of  ll>c  public  lands  and  consider  ways  to  protect  them  (i.c.. 
not  all  uses  are  appropriate  in  all  places)  in  the  RMP.  43  U.S.C.  g§  171 1,  1712.  Other  RMPs 
that  are  being  prepared  in  Arizona  also  iiteludc  identification  of  lands  with  wilderness 
characlcristies  and  include  management  of  certain  arcus  to  maintain  aiKl  enhance  these  values  in 
ail  of  the  management  ulternalives  under  consideration. 


Similarly,  Ihc  Draft  RMP  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (prepared  by  BLM's  Olcnwimd  Springs  Field 
Office  - excerpts  in  Attachment  8)  includc.s  at  least  one  alternative  that  nvonages  certain  areas  “to 
protect  and  maintain  wilderness  characteristics  (naturalness,  roadlcssncss.  and  out.stonding 
opportunities  for  solitude”  as  a priority  over  other  u.scs  (pp.  2-53  through  2-54).  The  Roan  Draft 
RMP  recognizes  that  such  management  is  consistent  with  the  Utah  Sculement.  specifically 
slating  that  while  no  new  WSAs  can  be  designated.  BLM  can  pursue  the  “protection  and 
mafugement  of  wilderness  chaniclcrislics”  (p.  I -5). 
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To  ensure  that  wiideme*,  values  receive  proper  and  sufficient  attention  as  a critical  aspect 
of  land  management  in  preparation  of  fhe  Coeur  d’Alene  RMP,  BI.M  must  address 
wilderness  as  a separate  and  unique  bsue  in  the  planning  process  in  each  section  of  the 
RMP. 
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In  preparing  Ihc  revised  RMP  and  accompanying  tIS.  BLM  should  clearly  present  management 
alternatives  in  the  context  of  protecting  wilderness  clwractcr  and  analyze  cnvironmc-nlal 
consequences  u>  that  character.  In  the  “Allcmativcs”  section  of  Ihc  RMP.  HIM  mu.sl  include 
I<Mm>  <'^%ervatk3n  l>e«KiAc/^rhc  Wikkmcsi  Society  CommerM*  on  the  C'oeur  d'Alene  Field  OflVe  Rootircc 
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05-56:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 

05-57:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1 
and  05-16,  paragraph  2. 

Protective  management  prescripdons  are  offered.  Please 
refer  to  the  following  Actions:  RC-Dl.6.1  thru  1.6.4, 
RC-Dl.8.1  thru  1.8.5  and  SD-D3.1. 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  P.nvironmental Impact  Statement 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 
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vanous  ways  lo  protect  lands  with  Wilderness  charucicr  in  each  «>f  the  maiiagcincnt  altcmalivcs. 
In  addition  to  considering  designation  of  new  WSAs,  HI.M  should  pn>posc  protective 
inanugement  prescriptions  or  other  protective  status  (including  mineral  withdrawals,  non- 
nu>tori/cd  recreation  prescriptions,  ACFC  designations,  and  prohibitions  on  new  road 
construction  and  erection  of  structures  such  as  cell  towers)  for  these  lands.  The  Alternatives 
section  must  also  discus.s  the  implications  of  each  alternative  for  the  wilderness-quality  lands 
governed  by  the  Coeur  d'Alene  RMP. 
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l-'inally,  BI.M  must  specify  the  “Environmental  Consequences”  of  the  resource  management 
decisions  on  the  wildcrtK'ss-quulily  lands  in  the  planning  areas.  This  discu-ssion  should  include, 
but  not  be  limited  to,  an  analysis  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other  activities  < including  those 
undertaken  by  non-fcderal  entities)  within  the  planning  area  on  these  unique  lands.  In  short,  in 
every  major  section  ol  the  RMI’,  BI..M  must  address  wilderness-quality  lands  and  citi/xm- 
proposed  wilderness  areas.  Bl  .M  should  then  take  appropriate  actions  to  prolcx-l  w ilderness 
character  in  the  preferred  management  alternative. 


tatlM  ind  rtfertnees  (related  to  Protection  of  WHdcrncss  Character  Sccllon); 

Attachments: 


05-58:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  See  responses  Pl-1 
and  05-16,  paragraphs  2 and  3. 


1 . Idalio  Roadless  Areas  and  Wilderness  Proposals. 

2.  Suh  lAike  Tribune  August  10.  2005:  “Wilderness  Deal  No  Ixtnger  OK  with  Judge." 

3.  Stale  of  Utah  v Norton.  Motion  to  Stay  Brieling  and  for  a Status  Conference,  September 
9.  2005 

4.  Eebruary  12.  2004,  letter  lo  William  Meadows.  President  of  Ihe  Wilderness  Society, 
from  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  Rebecca  Watson  ai>d  l .ynn  Scarlett. 

5.  I.etter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  llnited  States  Senator  Craig  rhoma.s,  January 
22.  1997. 

6.  IM  AZ-2005-007. 

7.  Table  2. 10  “Wilderness  Characteristics”  and  Appendix  3.D  “Identification  of  Wilderness 
Characteristics  on  the  Arizona  Strip"  from  Ihe  Drat)  RMP  for  the  Arizona  Strip  (Arizona 
BLM). 

8.  Preliminary  Draft  Alternatives  for  Little  Snake  l•ield  Office  RMP  (Colorado  BLM). 
l*rinlout  is  from  the  Northwest  Colorado  Stewardship  (NWCOS)  webpage  but  pvtsted  by 
BLM’s  Little  Snake  Field  Office. 

9.  iixcerpLs  Irom  Draft  RMP  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (Colorado  BLM). 


Idaho  ConservalKHi  leaguc'lhe  Wilderness  Society  Coinmeni.v  on  the  C<i«ur  d'  Atcnc  l-icld  Office  Resource 
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to.  Socio~Econt)mic  Framework  fitr  Fuhtic  Land  Manaj^ement  Ptannhijt  Indicators  for  the 
West's  Economy,  2005,  The  Wilderness  Society. 


Relied  upon  and  incorporated  by  reference: 

1 . Daigle,  Patrick  and  Kick  Dawson,  l-xtcnsion  Note  07;  Management  Concepts  for 
Ixindscapc  l-eology  {Port  1 of  7).  October  1996. 

hiin://w-ww.for.eov.bc.ca/hf<l/pubs/does/cn/cn07.pdf:  citing  Swanson,  f . J,;  Jones.  J.  A.; 
Wallin.  D.  O.;  Cisscl.  J.  II.  1994.  Natural  variability— implications  for  ecosystem 
muraigcment.  In:  Jensen.  M.  E.;  Uourgeron.  P.  S..  tech.  cds.  Kaslside  Forest  ICcosystent 
Health  Assessment- Volume  II:  Ecosystem  management:  principles  and  upplication.s. 
Cicn.  lech.  Rep.  PNW-OTR-318.  Portland,  OR:  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture.  Forest 
Service.  Pacific  Northwest  Research  Station:  pp  89-106. 

2.  lyoomis,  J.  2000.  Economic  values  of  wilderness  recreation  and  passive  use:  what  we 
think  we  know  at  the  turn  of  the  21st  century.  ln:McC<K>l.  S.F.;  Cole.  D.N.;  Horric,  W'.l .; 
trLoughlin.  J..  comps.  2000.  Wilderness  science  in  a time  of  change  confercncc-Voluinc 
2:  Wilderness  within  the  context  of  larger  systems;  1999  May  23-27;  Missoula.  Mt. 
Proceedings  RMRS-P-15-VOL  2.  tJgden.  UT:  U.S.  Dcprmmcnt  of  Agriculture.  Forest 
Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research  Station.  307  p. 

3.  Morton,  P.  1999.  I he  economic  benefits  of  wilderness:  theory  and  practice.  University 
of  IX-nvcr  I.avv  Review.  Volume  76,  No.  2 pp  465-518. 

4.  Morton.  P.  2000.  Wilderness:  Ihe  Silent  F.nginc  of  the  West’s  Flconomy.  I he 
Wilderness  Society:  Washington,  DC. 

5.  Sonoran  Institute  2004,  Prosperity  in  the  21st  Century  West  - ITic  Role  of  Protected 
Public  I Jinds  httpi.Vvrww.sonoran.ora/proarams/proaDcritv.html 

6.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2003.  N'uiiomd  .Survey  oT Hunting.  Fishing  am/  WildHfe- 
associaied  Recreation  htlD://www. census. uov/prod^003DubV0 1 Ihw/fhwOI  -vvv.pdf. 


Nosiuus  and  Invasive  Weed  I regiments 
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Noxious  weeds  pose  a serious  thivat  lo  the  ecological  integrity  of  public  lands.  Ilie  BI  .M  should 
make  the  control  of  noxious  weeds  a top  priority  and  prevent  their  spread  as  well  as  rcdiK:c  the 
potential  for  introduction  of  new  invasive  species.  While  treatment  and  diminution  will  be  an 
important  part  of  this  goal,  the  BLM  slioulJ  prioritize  efforts  to  prevent  the  initial  introduction, 
disturbance  of  soils,  and  vectors  for  the  spread  of  weeds  into  the  area.  l*ost>hoc  control  efforts 
(with  herbicides,  prescribed  burning,  biological  agents.  culUintI  resources,  and  mechanical 
means)  arc  challenging  at  best  and  can  pose  an  added  threat  to  the  environment,  especially  when 
conducted  on  a large  scale.  Prevention  will  save  milli<ms  of  dollars  and  protect  millions  of  acres 
of  hahitnl. 


Idaho  Conservation  I.c»aue''’l'hc  Wildcmc^*  Society  Commento  on  the  ('oeur  d'Alene  hield  Office  KcM>urcc 

Manngement  Plan 

Page  1^  of  24 


05-59:  The  BLM  agrees  that  prevention  of  weeds  infesta- 
tions is  the  best  method  of  weed  control.  \X'eed  preven- 
tion measures  are  included  tinder  all  alternatives.  Meas- 
ures are  included  for  washing  equipment,  especially  those 
involved  in  ground  disturbing  activities.  Additional  focus 
will  be  placed  on  equipment  that  leaves  the  roadway  and 
may  spread  seed  into  areas  that  are  difficult  to  monitor 
and  treat.  Restricting  OH  Vs  to  designated  routes  is  also 
part  of  the  weed  prevention  strategy. 

Education  efforts  are  included  to  provide  the  public  with 
information  regarding  the  prevention  of  noxious  weed 
spread  by  activities  including;  vehicle  traffic  on  roadways, 
OH  Vs,  equestrian  and  pack  animals,  camping  and  hiking, 
as  well  as  commercial  activities. 

Continued  coordination  'with  CVC'MAs  in  an  effort  to 
reduce  new  infestations  on  a regional  basis,  active  revege- 
tation of  disturbed  areas,  and  inclusion  of  measures  to 
reduce  surface-disturbance  and  require  revegetation  in 
permits  and  operating  plans  are  all  proposed  as  pre- 
infestation  measures  to  reduce  the  conditions  that  most 
favor  weeds. 
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Ihouyh  the  entire  iintilyxis  lacks  udcqualc  considcnilion  of  a full  range  of  alternatives,  the  section 
addressing  noxious  and  invasive  weeds  is  especially  nonspecific  and  insufficient  in  its 
comparison  of  alternatives.  In  fact,  the  document  docs  not  include  any  sort  of  range  of 
alternatives  with  regard  to  ttoxious  weed  treatments,  but  instead  includes  the  same  set  of 
objectives  and  actions  Idr  each  of  the  full  altcraativcs  Morerwer,  the  ditcuinent  fails  to  provide 
any  details  about  specific  treatments  propo.setl.  lltc  BI.M  needs  to  consider  and  a.sscss  the 
impacts  of  several  dilTereitt  treatment  plans  that  reflect  dilTercnt  combinations  of  treatments, 
such  as  prevention,  biological  and  cultural  coniml.s,  and  herbicide  treatments,  fhe  development 
of  these  alternatives  should  be  preceded  by  a thorough  inventory  of  noxious  weed  invasions 
within  the  martagemcm  area.  The  KIS  should  irK-ludc  detailed  descriptions  of  proposed 
treatments  and  their  likely  impact.s,  both  positive  and  negative.  The  lil.M  needs  to  specify 
whether  any  of  tlw  altcmalivcs  include  aerial  spraying  and  if  so.  how  potential  adverse  impacts 
to  water  quality  and  native  vegetation  will  be  mitigated. 


lotnds  and  Realn 

The  stated  intention  of  the  preferred  alteniative  of  the  l>raft  RMP  is  to  ompliasi/e  retention  and 
acquisition  of  lands  with  both  conunodity  and  non-commodity  resource  values,  ruid  lands  that 
inerca.se  public  access,  provide  recreation  opportunities  or  consolidate  federal  holdings.  (liS-5). 
Again,  with  regards  to  Ituids  and  realty,  and  as  referenced  throughout  these  comments,  we  do  not 
feel  that  the  preferred  alternative  achieves  a balance  between  commodity  production  and 
preservation.  We  believe  that  this  balance  might  be  better  achieved  by  designating  additional 
lands  for  retention  and  acquisition,  and  by  including  more  specially  designated  lands  in  right-of- 
way  exclusion  aiea.s.  fo  this  end.  we  recommend  the  following  change,s: 
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On  pages  2-114  and  2-115,  Action  I.R-Dl.1.4  designates  22,069  acres  as  e.xclusion  areas  for 
ROWs.  leases,  permits,  etc,  Issuarwc  of  use  autltorizations  would  not  be  allowed  in  WSAs,  WSR 
Corridors  (wild  dcsigruitions).  Windy  Hay  ACEC,  Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEIJ.  Farnhain  Forest 
RNA  and  Hideaway  Islands  RNA.  We  recommend  that  Oamlin  l.akc  ACFX'  also  be  included  as 
a ROW  exclusion  area.  We  also  recommend  tlial  areas  adjacent  to  Forest  Service  roadiess  areas 
be  included  as  a ROW  exclusion  area. 
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On  page  2-115,  Action  LR-Dl.1.5  designates  only  1 1,274  acres  as  avoidance  areas  for  issuance 
of  use  authori/ations.  Those  areas  are  RCAs.  developed  recreation  sites  and  W'SR  Corridors 
(scenic  or  recreation  designations).  We  recommend  that  all  Areas  of  Critical  F.nvironmental 
Concern  and  Special  Recreation  Areas  be  included  as  avoidance  areas  of  use  authari/,ations. 
Specifically  we  request  the  inclusion  of  Killarny  l.jdce  ACEC  and  SKMA,  Morton  Slough 
ACEC,  Rochat  Divide  ACEC.  KcK>tcnai  Riverfront  ACEC.  Little  North  Fork  ACKC,  I^e  Cocur 
d’Alene  SRMA.  and  Oamlin  Lake  SRMA  as  avoidance  areas  for  issuance  of  use  aulhcH-izations. 
We  also  recommend  that  areas  adjacent  to  Forest  Service  roadless  areas  be  designated  as 
avoidance  areas  for  issuance  of  use  authorizations 
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On  page  2-116.  Action  LR-D2. 1 . 1 lists  the  criteria  for  those  lantLs  tiiat  will  be  retained  and 
acquit^  under  the  new  RMP.  Lands  that  do  not  meet  the  criteria  would  be  available  for 
adjustment  (trade  or  .sale).  We  recommend  that  .special  status  species  of  plant  and  wildlife 
habitat,  dispersed  recreation  land,  and  lands  adjacent  to  Forest  Service  roadless  areas  he  included 
in  the  criteria. 

Idaho  Conservation  League  The  Wilderness  SsKridy  Comincnts  on  the  C'oeur  d'Alene  Field  OITice  Resource 
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On  page  2-1  17.  Action  LR-D2. 1.2  implements  a land  tenure  adjustment  program  with 
appixrximalely  87,240  acres  considered  for  retention  and  9,550  acres  considered  for  adjustment 
based  on  the  criteria  in  LR-D2. 1.1.  We  arc  plcuscd  to  see  the  <iold  Hill  area  southeast  of 
Sandpuint  designated  as  a rctcnlion.'acquisition  area  in  the  preferred  aUemativc.  I he  U.S.  Forest 
Service’s  Gold  Hill  trail  is  very  popular  receives  extensive  use,  especially  in  the  summer,  fhe 
area  also  supports  a variety  of  wildlife,  including  cougar  and  elk.  Protecting  and  expanding 
public  lands  in  this  area  will  secure  habitat  for  wildlife  in  the  Sagle  peninsula  area  and  also 
pmvidc  easy  access  to  outdoor  recreation  for  the  growing  population  of  Bonner  County,  centered 
in  the  Sondpoint/'Sagle  area. 

At  the  same  lime,  we  <kr  not  think  the  lands  designated  for  rcicniion  in  tiie  preferred  alternative 
are  inclusive  enough  under  the  existing  criteria,  or  wlicn  considered  under  our  recommended 
changes  to  the  criteria  to  consider  plant  and  wildlife  species  and  dispersed  recreation. 

We  recommend  that  additional  BI.M  properties  include  more  land  for  retention  and  acquisition, 
pofticulorly  those  lands  indicated  on  Map  4.5  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  della,  along 
the  lower  aral  upper  Pack  River,  in  the  .Selkirk  and  Cabinet  ranges.  Additional  properties  around 
the  Widow  Mountain  and  Rochat  Divide  ACECs  should  also  he  included,  as  in  Map  45.  to 
provide  a buffer  zone  for  these  Arca.s  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

Under  Goal  LR-2.  on  page  2-116.  "Provide  for  public  ownership  uf  lands  (or  interest  in  lands) 
with  high  resource  amPor  public  use  values.”  a new  objective  should  be  iiicludcd  to  protect  those 
public  lands  that  arc  rclca.scd  from  public  ownership.  In  the  interest  ofpmtecling  the  natural 
resource  values  of  those  lands,  we  urge  the  BI.M  u>  establish  direction  that  requires  conservation 
easements  on  adju.simenl  parcel.s,  such  as  were  incorporated  when  BI.M  traded  parcels  located  in 
the  McArthur  l.ake  wildlife  corridor  to  Forest  Capital. 

In  general,  we  arc  opposed  to  any  sale  of  BLM  lands  if  the  revenue  of  those  sales  arc  not  directed 
back  into  conservation  and  purchasing  private  in-holdings  in  National  Parks  and  other  publicly- 
held  land.s.  Any  sale  of  BLM  laind  should  include  con.scrvatit)n  ensements  to  protect  the  land's 
natural  values. 

While  the  draft  plan  states  that  Kootenai  County  has  shown  interest  in  expanding  recreation 
opportunities  arourtd  Lake  Cocur  d’Alene,  the  need  for  public  access  on  Lake  Pend  Oreille  al.so 
is  gnxwing  as  the  population  increases,  and  retention  and  acquisition  of  waterfront  properties 
should  be  a priority. 

We  support  the  BLM's  efforts  to  co-h>catc  communication  sites,  such  as  on  St.  Joe  I5uldy,  and 
would  like  to  see  that  practice  established  a matter  of  policy  to  discourage  tlic  construction  of 
new  access  ros*d*  on  public  lands  for  the  purpo.se  of  adminislralivc  or  communication  sites. 

Threatened.  Endangered.  .Special  Status  and  .ScwslHvc  SikcIm  and  Critical  lIgblUl 
Designations 

The  range  of  alternatives  with  regard  to  management  plans  affecting  special  status  species  is 
inadequate  The  number  and  breadth  of  actions  proposed  under  the  preferred  alternative,  and  the 
l<laho  Con»erv»tion  I .caaucribe  Wiklemc»  Suciely  Comments  on  the  Coeia  d'Alene  Field  Oftlee  Resource 
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05-60:  BLM  has  modified  Vegetation  - Invasive  Species  and 
Noxious  Weetis  Action  VW- 1.4.1  to  specify  that  aeriai 
spraying  wiii  not  be  used  as  a weed-controi  option.  The 
RMP  specifies  a range  of  general  measures  under  which 
the  CDAFO  weed  management  program  would  be  car- 
ried out.  The  range  of  variables  associated  with  weed 
control  is  very  broad,  and  requires  maximum  flexibility  in 
terms  of  management  options  available  to  treat  different 
types  of  weeds  in  a variety  of  habitats  and  under  various 
conditions  (drought,  post-burn,  pre-  and  post-treatment, 
etc.).  The  alternatives  do  not  vary  between  alternatives 
because  under  all  scenarios,  aU  management  options  for 
noxious  weeds,  exclusive  of  aerial  spraying,  will  be  avail- 
able to  BLM  managers.  The  BLM’s  participation  in  and 
commitment  to  CWMAs  necessitates  flexibility  in  nox- 
ious weed  control  treatments  to  meet  our  obligations. 
Proposed  treatments  under  current  management  are 
specified  in  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  Noxious 
Weed  Control  on  the  Coeur  d’Alene  District.  Any  new 
management  programs  or  large-scale  strategies  that  have 
not  been  reviewed  under  programmatic  documentation 
(for  example,  the  EIS  for  Weed  Control  in  13  Western 
States)  or  proposed  in  BLMs  Partners  Against  Weeds  will 
be  the  subject  of  specific  NEPA  analysis  and  documenta- 
tion. 

05-61:  Appendix  G identifies  management  direction  under 
Alternative  D,  that  would  protect  values  in  the  Gamlin 
Lake  Proposed  ACEC  (Alternative  C).  In  the  Proposed 
RJVIP/Final  EIS  Alternative  D,  BLM  has  added  ROV’ 
avoidance  designations  to  some  BLM  parcels  that  are 
adjacent  to  Forest  Service  Inventoried  Roadless  Areas 
(See  Chapter  2,  Recreation,  Lands  and  Realty,  and  Special 
Designations  sections).  BLM  made  this  designation  only 
if: 

1)  The  recreational  setting  for  the  BLM  parcels  was  semi- 
primitive 

2)  The  IPNF  Proposed  Land  Management  Plan  (Forest 
Service  2006)  prescribed  management  of  the  adjacent 
Inventoried  Roadless  Area  as  backcountry^  (5A)  or  recom- 
mended wilderness  (IB) 

3)  There  were  no  existing  roads  within  the  parcel  that 
would  be  the  most  practical  way  to,  or  through  the  area  in 
the  future. 

05-62:  ACECs  and  SRMAs  are  designated  for  a variety  of 
reasons,  some  of  which  will  not  be  affected  by  actions 
occurring  within  ROWs.  For  example,  certain  special 
recreation  management  areas  are  managed  to  retain  rural 
and  roaded-natural  settings.  The  presence  of  roads  or 
utilities  within  such  settings  would  be  expected  and  need 
not  be  avoided.  Proper  placement  to  protect  resource 
values  would  be  determined  at  the  project  planning  level. 

The  proposed  action  is  modified  (See  Lands  and  Realty 
Action  LR-D1.L5)  to  designate  BLM  lands  adjacent  to 
inventoried  Forest  Service  roadless  areas  as  ROW  avoid- 
ance areas  if: 

1)  The  recreational  setting  for  the  BLM  parcels  is  semi- 
primitive 

2)  The  IPNF  manages  the  inventoried  roadless  area  as 
backcountry  or  recommended  wilderness 

3) There  are  no  existing  roads  within  the  parcel  that  would 
be  the  most  practical  way  to,  or  through  the  area  in  the 
future. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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05-62  (Com.):  Kach  proposed  ROW  would  be  thoroughly  reviewed  for  potential  effects  during  project-level  NHPA  documentation.  If  it  were 
found  that  the  ROW'  would  have  significant  effects  on  the  values  or  functions  for  which  an  area  was  designated  as  an  ACPiC,  the  project 
would  be  redesigned  or  the  effects  would  be  mitigated  for. 

Appendix  J idendfies  management  direction  that  would  protect  important  and  relevant  values  within  areas  that  were  proposed  as  ACHCs, 
but  not  carried  forward  into  Alternative  D.  BLM  analyzed  each  proposed  ACEC  and  SRAfA,  and  determined  that  ROW  avoidance  was  not 
always  a necessary  or  practical  means  for  protecting  values  or  recreational  opportunities. 

05-63:  Appendix  J identifies  management  direction  that  would  protect  important  and  relevant  values  within  areas  that  were  proposed  as 
ACECs,  but  not  carried  forward  into  Alternative  D.  BLM  analyzed  each  proposed  ACEC  and  SRMA,  and  determined  that  ROW  avoid- 
ance was  not  always  a necessar\'  or  practical  means  for  protecting  values  or  recreational  opportunities. 

The  proposed  action  has  been  modified  (See  Lands  and  Realty  Action  LR-DL1.5)  to  designate  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  inventoried  Forest 
Ser\'ice  roadless  areas  as  ROW'  avoidance  areas  if: 

1)  The  recreational  setting  for  the  BLM  parcels  is  semi-primitive 

2)  The  IPNF  manages  the  inventoried  roadless  area  as  backcountry  or  recommended  wilderness 

3)  There  are  no  existing  roads  within  the  parcel  that  would  be  the  most  practical  way  to,  or  through  the  area  in  the  future. 

05-64:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

05-65:  The  acquisition/ retention  boundaries  on  Maps  42,  43,  and  44  are  simply  BLM’s  estimation  of  the  BLM-administered  lands  which  meet 
the  criteria.  The  criteria  would  be  considered  under  any  proposed  acquisition  or  adjustment,  not  just  the  estimation  boundaries. 

05-66  (Cont.):  BLM  institutes  conservation  easements  where  possible,  but  cannot  commit  to  requiring  such  an  agreement  on  every  sale.  If 
warranted  conservation  easements  would  be  placed  on  lands  leaving  federal  ownership.  This  would  be  determined  during  project  level 
planning. 

05-67:  This  can  not  be  addressed  in  the  RMP.  It  is  regulated  by  BLM  policy  at  the  national  level.  Also  see  response  05-66. 

05-68:  Public  or  administrative  access  is  included  as  an  retention/ acquisition  criterion  under  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.  This  would  allow  for 
acquisitions  for  public  access  to  Lake  Pend  Oreille. 

05-69:  The  intention  of  co-location  is  to  minimize  disturbance  this  is  addressed  in  LR-BL1.3,  LR-Cl.1.3  & DR-Dl.1.3. 

05-70:  Section  2(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  declared  the  policy  of  Congress  that  aU  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall  seek  to 
conserv^e  endangered  species  and  threatened  species  and  shall  utilize  their  authorities  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Alternatives  that  would  not  conserve  the  species  would  not  satisfy  the  law.  Alternative  D includes  conservation  measures  that  were  mutu- 
ally developed  and  agreed  upon  by  the  BLM  and  the  FWS. 
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lack  thereof  pn>p»i»c«j  under  alternatives  H and  C.  is  such  that  the  preferred  alternative  is  n»n 
really  comparable  with  the  mhers.  This  is  not  the  type  of  full  range  of  reasonable  alternatives 
res^uired  in  Nlil’A  analyses,  such  that  the  deeisiiHt-maker  cun  make  a reasoned  and  informed 
decision. 

The  BLM  should  establish  goals  to  ensure  the  protection  and  recov  ery  of  threatened,  endangered, 
sensitive  and  special  status  species.  HI  M should  designate  critical  habitat  for  endangered, 
sensitive,  threatened  and  special  status  species.  These  luibitat  area.s  should  he  managed  with  the 
species  survival  ur»d  recovery  os  the  highest  artd  most  valuable  use,  us  per  the  Hndungcred 
Species  Act.  As  the  1>KIS  is  written  right  now,  the  preferred  alternative  would  need  to  be 
adopted  in  order  to  ensure  that  these  goals  arc  established.  We  recommend  that  the  Hl.VI  more 
fully  integrate  protection  and  recovery  elTorts  into  a full  range  of  alternatives  by  considering  the 
following: 

As  numerous  studies,  including  Bl.M  research  and  analysis,  have  found  dredge  mining,  logging, 
road  building,  and  livestock  grairing  have  ail  had  significant  negative  impacts  on  native  lish  and 
their  habitats.  Migration  barriers  are  also  a significant  problem.  The  new  RMP  must  address  all 
of  these  prvtbicms  and  provide  guidance  for  rectify  ing  the  situation  to  improve  habitat. 

The  RMP  should  olso  address  habitat  fragmentation  in  aquatic  environments  of  the  Cocur 
d'Alene  Rcstnircc  Area.  This  should  include  requiring  removal  of  man-made  migration  barriers 
or  requiring  adequate  fish  pas.sage  structures  on  all  new  and  existing  dams,  diversion  dikes  and 
culverts.  Since  elevated  stream  temperatures  pose  a major  thermal  barrier  to  coldvvatcr- 
dependent  species,  the  RMI’  should  establish  temperature  guidelines  and  prohibit  any  activities 
that  arc  likely  to  result  in  increased  stream  temperatures. 

Sillation  from  road  building,  logging,  gracing  and  mining  smothers  spawning  beds  and  fills  in 
pools  that  serve  as  critical  overwintering  habitat  for  fish,  and  alters  macroinvertebrate 
populations  that  serve  as  an  important  food  sources  for  fish.  The  new  RMP  should  strictly  limit 
such  activities  in  known  spawning  areas,  and  prohibit  them  in  areas  that  are  highly  susceptible  to 
landslides.  Standards  should  be  established  to  cicsure  that  reasonable  turbidity  levels  are  not 
exceeded  and  adequate  numbers  of  pools  arc  maintained. 

Competition  from,  and  interbreeding  with,  non-native  species  such  as  brook  trout  arc  another 
major  factor  in  sensitive  fishery  declines  in  some  areas.  I he  new  RMP  should  prohibit  the 
stocking  of  competitor  species,  and  establish  management  guidelines  that  encourage  control  or 
elimination  of  competitor  species.  Non-native  fish  should  not  be  stocked  in  rivers,  streams  or 
lakes  that  umtain  fish,  amphibian  and  other  animal  and  plant  species  that  arc  federally  protected. 

I he  RMP  should  also  require  increased  public  education.  I'his  should  include  information  to  the 
public  on  the  presence  off.  B & S aquatic  species  and  how  to  properly  identify  and  release 
them. 

The  BLM  should  al.so  consider  special  management  ilircction  for  areas  that  may  provide  habitat 
for  sensitive  wildlife  species.  Important  migration  corridors  between  summer  and  winter  ranges 
for  wildlife  should  be  identified  and  receive  a high  priority  for  protection  and  improvement. 

Idaho  C’onacrvBlion  League’ The  Wildcmcss  Society  Coinmcnlv  the  C'oeur  d'Alene  l■■icld  Office  Resource 
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Minimiring  barriers  to  wildlife  migration  and  movement  by  designating  important  travel 
corridors  with  specialized  management  criteria  could  significantly  benefit  sensitive  terrestrial 
species. 

In  the  previous  MKP,  the  Bl.M  identified  some  of  the  sensitive  wildlife  .species  it  desired  to 
increase  and  protect.  Wc  request  additional  information  and  on  assessment  of  those  key  species 
identified  for  which  Bl.M  has  established  management  goals. 

Mincnils 

The  DBIS  does  not  analyze  a full  range  of  alternatives  regarding  the  future  management 
direction  of  mineral  leasing  and  development.  I he  alternatives  arc  remarkably  similar  in  thi.s 
area,  each  leaving  a significant  number  of  acres  open  to  mining  and  neglecting  issues  related  to 
restoration  and  ptotcclion  from  ftjturc  environmental  damage  from  mineral  development.  The 
issue  of  mineral  development  is  a particularly  critical  one  given  the  area's  history  of  mining  and 
the  envirtmmcntal  devastation  lliat  has  ensued.  I'hc  Bl.M  need.s  to  consoler  alternatives  that 
truly  do  emphasize  envirtinmcnlal  restoration  and  pnitcetion  by  closing  more  acreage  to  miiwrul 
development. 

I'he  I>BIS  does  a poor  job  of  comparing  the  impacts  of  mining  on  water  quality  for  each  of  the 
alternatives.  It  is  not  enough  to  state  that  alternatives  A.  B and  1)  would  have  more  impacts  than 
alternative  C.  The  DEIS  needs  to  be  much  more  specific  about  the  negative  impacts  associated 
with  leaving  acreage  open  to  mining  and  the  positive  impacts  a.s.sociatod  with  wiihdruwing 
acreage  from  mining. 

Regardless  of  which  alternative  is  adopted,  the  HI  .M  has  a responsibility  to  take  steps  to  restore 
the  environmental  damage  lhal  has  resulted  from  mineral  dcvclopnicnl  in  Ihe  region,  especially 
that  relating  to  water  quality.  Wc  strongly  recommend  that  the  HI  M expand  the  Isiwcr  Salmon 
River  withdrawal  to  include  other  sensitive  areas  within  the  Cocur  d'Alene  Res<«iree  Area.  Wc 
also  recommend  that  the  Bl.M  buy  out  mining  claims  in  scn.sitivc  ureas,  such  U-s  those  containing 
sensitive  or  threatened  species  ibe  HI  M should  conduct  surveys  and  assessments  of  abandoned 
mines  for  cnvironmcnuil  risks  and  should  prioritize  Ircalmcnls.  Hnally,  the  HUM  needs  to  he 
vigilant  about  potential  water  contamination  from  future  prtiposals.  heavy  metals,  and  acid  mine- 
drainage. 

AttachBicnH 

We  have  attached  the  following  documents  to  supplement  mir  comments: 

I Idaho  Roadless  Areas  and  Wilderness  Proposals 

2.  Sat!  lAtkx  TrIbutK  August  10.  2005:  "Wilderness  fX-al  No  Longer  OK  with  Judge." 

3.  State  of  Utah  v.  Norton.  Motion  to  Slay  Briefing  and  for  a Sbilus  Conference, 
September  9.  2005. 

Idatio  ComervaliMi  lAtamtVhc  Wildemcs*  SotaSy  fiHmnrals  on  Ihc  Tocor  d'Alene  Held  OffWe  ReisKitce 
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05-71:  See  response  05-70.  Goal  SS-1  reaffirms  Bl.M  pol- 
icy to  conserve  listed  species  and  the  ecosystems  upon 
which  they  depend  (Manual  6840.06A1).  This  goal  applies 
to  all  alternatives.  Goal  SS-2,  which  also  applies  to  all 
alternatives,  reaffirms  BLM  policy  to  implement  manage- 
ment plans  that  conserve  candidate  and  sensidve  species 
and  their  habjtats  and  shall  ensure  that  actions  authorized, 
funded,  or  carried  out  by  the  BLM  do  not  contribute  to 
the  need  for  the  species  to  become  listed  (Manual 
6840.06C  and  E).  Only  the  FWS  can  designate  critical 
habitat. 

05-72:  Provisions  to  ensure  that  these  types  of  activities  do 
not  affect  listed  fish  species  or  their  habitats  are  contained 
in  the  conservation  measures  listed  under  the  preferred 
alternative  and  by  specifying  restrictions  on  actions  occur- 
ring in  RCAs  under  CNFISH.  These  measures  have  been 
prepared  in  cooperation  with  the  USFWS,  and  Section  7 
consultation  has  been  initiated. 

05-73:  BLM  does  not  manage  any  dams  in  the  CDAFO. 
Fish  passage  at  road  crossings  is  addressed  in  CNFISH, 
RF-5.  Thermal  pollution  is  addressed  in  CNFISH  by 
ensuring  that  adequate  canopy  cover  remains  in  riparian 
zones  to  provide  adequate  shading.  Establishment  of 
temperature  guidelines  for  streams  is  outlined  in  the 
RMO  section  of  CNFISH  (please  see  INFISH/CNFISH 
crosswalk  in  Appendix  D of  the  DEIS). 

05-74:  CNFISH  requires  that  RCAs  be  established  around 
landslide-prone  areas  as  well  as  streams,  lakes  and  wet- 
lands. Activities  in  RCAs  will  be  designed  to  enhance, 
restore  or  maintain  the  physical  and  biological  characteris- 
tics of  the  RCA  (see  RCA-1).  Actions  that  may  degrade 
the  riparian  area  or  aquatic  habitat,  or  delay  or  prevent 
attainment  of  RMOs  (including  those  actions  that  would 
cause  sUtation)  are  subject  to  the  CNFISH  Standards  and 
Guidelines.  We  abide  by  the  State  of  Idaho  standards  for 
turbidity  when  we  implement  projects  that  have  the  po- 
tential to  cause  turbidity,  such  as  culvert  replacements  or 
instream  restoration.  Objectives  for  pool  frequency, 
quality  and  size  are  now  included  in  the  CNFISH  RJMOs. 

05-75:  The  BLM  does  not  manage  any  fish  or  wildlife  spe- 
cies, only  their  habitat  that  falls  within  public  land 
boundaries.  The  wildlife  and  fish  are  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (IDFG), 
therefore  we  do  not  control  stocking  or  removal  of  fish. 

05-76:  Increased  public  education  is  proposed  for  a variety 
of  resource  areas  and  under  a number  of  actions,  includ- 
ing FW-D2.1.2  (see  Appendix  I,  Item  15),  SS-Bl.1.5,  SS- 
C2.5.9,  CR  Bl.2.5,  RC-Dl.2.10,  RC-Dl.3.7,  and  SD-A4.2. 
TT  - make  sure  to  update  this  when  we  decide  what  to  do 
about  Appendix  1. 

05-77:  Goal  SS-2  and  Goal  SD-2  with  all  accompantyng 
objectives  and  actions  under  all  alternatives  are  intended 
to  provide  special  management  direction  for  habitats 
occupied  by  sensitive  species. 

Neither  the  BLM  nor  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  have 
detailed  mapped  migration  corridors  between  summer 
and  winter  ranges.  However,  we  examined  a broad-scaled 
map  prepared  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation. 
BLM  also  considered  findings  in  Servheen,  Waller,  and 
Sandstrom  (2001,  Identification  and  management  of  link- 
age zones  for  grizzly  bears  between  the  large  blocks  of 
public 
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05-77  (Cont.):  land  in  the  northern  Rocky  Mountains,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  the  draft  f-ilS  for  the  Northern  RfKkies  l.ynx 
Amendment  (2004)  identified  important  travel  corridors  for  grizzly  bears  and  Canada  lynx.  Many  of  these  travel  corridors  do  not  have 
BUM  public  lands  within  them. 

05-78:  A complete  list  of  BUM  Idaho  sensitive  species  is  available  on  the  internet  at  http://www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/id/data/03_im/ 
lMID2003-057.pdf.  Trends  of  sensitive  species  in  the  planning  area  are  described  in  Chapter  3 of  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  FilS.  More 
information  on  individual  species  is  available  on  the  internet  at  http:/ / www.natureserve.org/explorer/.  Objectives  SS-2.1  (aquatic,  riparian, 
and  wetland),  2.2  (cavity  nesting  species),  2.3  (fisher),  and  2.4  (wolverine)  apply  to  sensitive  wildlife  species. 

05-79:  The  potential  for  leasable  minerals  occurrence  (fluid  and  solid)  is  very  low  to  zero  in  the  CDAFO  (TT  2005b)  and  leasing  is  a discre- 
donaty'  act  therefore  the  need  to  recommend  closure  of  specific  areas  to  leasing  is  not  considered  imperative.  The  Proposed  RMP  does 
present  alternatives  which  “emphasize  environmental  restoration  and  protection”.  Alternatives  C and  D have  additional  lands  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entty’  and  impose  leasing  stipulations  (NSOs  and  CSUs)  on  the  greatest  amount  of  BUM  lands.  The  Proposed  RMP  highlights 
protection  of  resources  in  critical  areas  via  NSOs  and  CSUs  based  on  special  designations,  cultural  concerns,  visual  concerns,  and/or  special 
status  species  and  their  habitat.  This  management  approach  allows  protection  of  critical  areas  and  flexibility  to  respond  to  future,  unforeseen 
conditions. 

05-80:  We  feel  the  first  and  second  paragraphs  of  the  Impacts  from  Minerals  Management  on  Water  Resources  adequately  address  the  possible 
impacts  mining  could  have  on  Water  Resources.  Levels  of  protection  are  based  on  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws  and  apply  equally  to  all 
alternatives  and  all  forms  of  activity.  Protection  of  water  resources  is  based  on  these  laws  and  management  prescriptions  developed  during 
the  RMP.  Protective/ mitigation  measures  are  implemented  on  a case-by-case  scenario.  In  order  to  get  specific  about  the  impacts  from  min- 
ing on  water  resources  we  would  need  the  specifics  of  each  proposed  mineral  operation  over  the  next  20  years.  Our  effort  to  predict  the 
level  of  mineral  activity  the  CDAFO  could  see  is  provided  in  Appendix  FI,  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Development  Scenario.  These  impacts 
could  occur  on  any  lands  open  to  mining  therefore  the  only  comparison  between  the  RMP  alternatives  is  the  amount  of  lands  available  for 
mineral  activities. 

05-81:  Salmon  River  withdrawal  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

05-82:  BUM  does  not  ‘buy  out’  mining  claimants.  If  it  is  determined  that  an  area  warrants  withdrawal  from  the  mining  laws,  then  a validity 
determination  is  performed  on  mining  claims  with  valid  existing  rights  within  the  area  to  be  withdrawn. 

05-83:  Please  see  all  actions  under  Objectives  SE2.1,  SE2.2  and  SE2.3  for  proposed  action  relative  to  these  issues. 

05-84:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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4.  February  12.  2(K>4,  Inter  to  William  Mctukms.  President  of  Itie  Wildenvjss  Society, 
from  As-sistant  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  Rebecca  Watson  and  Lynn  Scarlett. 

5.  Letter  Imm  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  United  States  Senator  Crai{;  I homus, 
January  22,  1997, 

6.  IM  AZ-2005-007. 

7.  Table  2. 10  “Wilderness  Characteristics”  and  Appcndi.x  3.D  “Idenlillcntion  of 
Wilderness  Characteristics  on  the  Arizona  Strip”  from  the  Draft  RMP  for  the  Arizona 
Strip  (Arizona  RI.M). 

8.  Preliminary  I>raft  Alternatives  for  Little  Snake  Field  Office  RMP  (Colorado  ULM). 
Printout  is  from  the  Northwest  Colorado  Stewardship 

9.  Excerpts  from  ITraft  RMP  for  the  Roan  Plateau  (Colorado  Bl.M). 

10.  Socio-Hconomic  h'ramework  for  Puhtic  Ixmd  Munuyvmem  Plannin)!  Indicators  for 
the  H'esl  s Economy,  2005,  I he  Wilderness  Society. 

1 1 . Map  of  Bl.M  Parcels  .Adjacent  to  USES  Roadless  Areas. 
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Khmikinnick  Chapter 


Of  The  Idaho  Nath  e Plani  Sockn 


f na<>v<nXai>teociMy,QtQ 


April  14*.  2006 

Bureau  of  I .and  Management 

Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office 

ATTN:  RMP 

1 808  N.  Third  Street 

Coeur  d'Alene  ID  8.3814 

Via  Email:  ID_CDA_RMP:a  blm  gov 

Rl!r  Draft  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  ki  comment  on  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  l-nv ironmcntal  Impact  Statement 
(F.LS)  for  the  Coeur  d'Alene  district.  The  KInnikinnIck  Chapter  of  the 
Idaho  \ative  Plant  Society  adviKOtes  for  the  preservation  of  native  plants 
and  tlicir  habitat.  As  our  chapter  is  ba-sed  in  Sundpoint.  hence  our 
comments  may  be  more  detailed  in  regards  to  the  Bonner  County 
component  of  this  plan. 


Pn«Hou9h 
(20S>  25&-27S0 

Rm  Ch*mor 

<20e>  ?»-7$66 

Smerwi^ry 
Arn«ct«  ^fM«r  RunrtftV* 
(206)  265  9234 

rf090ttrpc 

G*q«9« 
(206)  263-9470 

Arl>or9tum  a0»f*»gmr 
Sy*^  M 

(20e>  263-21 7« 

fov**d*r 
L<M  WyttMi 
<206)  263-6036 


Bwtti  Mmtif  n 

Kttn 

I2M)2SS-Mtj 


In  general  we  applaud  many  of  the  general  conservation  measures  that  the 
Bl.M  is  suggesting  to  adopt  in  the  preferred  allcmativc.  .Some  of  the  most 
important  ones,  which  should  be  retained  in  the  final  plan  are  mentioned 
below  in  our  detailed  comments  Many  of  the  specific  ptvtposcd  actions  or 
standards  contained  in  this  plan  arc  well  thtiught  through  and,  if 
implentcnled.  will  cnharKC  forest  health  and  provide  protection  for  native 
plants  and  native  plant  habitat  on  lartds  managed  by  the  Bl.M  under  this 
plan.  Having  said  that,  we  have  numerous  concerns  about  plan  details, 
options  and  choices  mode  in  the  “prelenvd  alternative”  (D).  which  we 
would  like  to  sec  addressed  in  the  Final  R.MP  and  MIS. 


Maay0a*Oy 
izoii  26V7SSS 

Nancy  Ro<»99^ 
(206)266-2641 


Ann  UV«Tt6en*y 
(206)  264-6379 


One  major  concern  is  that  our  ability  to  comment  is  limited  by  the  lack  of 
specific  infonnaiion  in  this  draft  R.MP.  And  this  RMP  is  limited  in  its 
ability  to  make  many  specific  recommettdations  in  regards  to  land  use 
decisions  by  this  same  missing  information.  Missing  from  tlic  plan  are 
detailed  maps  or  aruilysis  of  .stand  composition,  vegetation  type  or  habitat 
type  Currently  the  draft  RMP  does  not  give  the  percentage  of  timber 
harvest  projections  by  urea,  only  by  tola!  zone.  The  explanation,  which  the 
HI  M ofTered  at  the  puMic  meeting  in  February,  for  the  lack  of  these 
details,  was  that  the  maps  were  meant  to  he  a "snap-shot"  taken  Irom 
it.OOO  feet  We  would  respectfully  suggest  that  a closer  lovrk  at  the 


06-1:  This  document  is  not  intended  to  provide  site-specific 
documentation.  It  is  intended  to  provide  a frame-work 
under  which  site-specific  projects  could  occur.  It  is  at  the 
project  level  that  the  type  of  data  and  documentation  that 
the  commenter  is  requesting  would  be  generated. 

BLM  agrees  that  there  is  a great  need  to  be  as  strategic  as 
possible  in  determining  which  areas  will  be  subjected  to 
treatments.  Since  conditions  may  change  over  the  life  of 
this  plan  (for  example,  drought  could  increase  or  de- 
crease, or  bark  beede  infestations  could  increase  or  de- 
crease, etc.),  this  strategy  is  to  develop  a flexible  manage- 
ment framework  that  will  allow  BLM  to  apply  its  re- 
sources where  they  will  have  the  greatest  effect  over  the 
life  of  this  plan. 
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|{ix>ur)d  conditions  iniglil  provide  nKvrc  ndcqmilc  inlonnution  on  which  to  hnsc  importunt.  site 
spccilic.  decisions.  I he  sirulcgic  luitiire  of  this  pinn  w ould  henent  rniin  this  gnrund  level  detailed 
look . 


I hc  need  for  this  specific  information  is  underscored  by  the  fact  the  even  under  the  most 
■‘aggressive"  options  outlined  in  All  I)  (Ihc  .so-called  "preferred  allemalive")  the  HI.M  will  only  be 
"treating"  tor  forest  health  l()%ofthe  land  it  administers  in  the  ne.xt  15  years.  (See  page  2-137) 
ITic  fact  that  90%  of  the  land  will  not  receive  treatments  designed  to  improve  forest  health  suggest 
the  very'  great  need  to  be  us  strategic  as  possible  in  determining  which  ureas  arc  suitable  for  project 
pluitning. 


2 


BLM  Manual  6840  directs  the  BI.M's  policies  regarding  spcx'ial  status  species,  including  plants. 
This  includes  Kedenil  IVH,  Pmposed  and  candidate  species.  sen.silive  species  and  stale  listed 
species.  The  drai)  KV1I*  does  not  address  the  full  range  of  plant  species  just  cited  above  in  a 
manner  adequate  to  determine  wheilwr  or  not  llw  preferred  iilternalivc  meets  the  Ml. M's  own 
obligations. 


In  regards  to  the  development  of  Alt  U.  the  so-called  ■■preferred  alternative",  the  BLM  has  staled 
that  it  represents  a compromise  between  the  ■■use"  allemalivc  (B)  and  the  "conservation" 
alternative  (C).  In  very  many  cases  the  ■‘comprotnise"  represents  a decision  to  adopt  strategies  or 
goals  that  arc  s»>  close  to  the  “use"  end  of  the  spectrum  that  compromise  .seems  to  be  a misused 
term.  Timber  production,  acres  and  trail  miles  open  for  OHV  u.sc,  the  proposed  crcatioiv  of 
ACKf’s  and  the  withdrawal  of  mining  rights  are  the  most  extreme  examples  of  this.  We  will  cite 
spccilic  details  in  our  detailed  comments.  But.  in  general,  the  range  of  ptvssibilities  considered  did 
not  include  any  true  ■'middle"  ground".  We  would  urge  that  the  Final  RMP/EIS  address  these 
scales  and  find  compromises  between  "use"  and  "conservation"  that  arc  truly  more  reflective  of 
the  need  to  balance  resource  extraction  and  conservation.  In  many  ca.ses.  they  arc  not  mutually 
exclusive  and  compromise  can  be  found  with  more  precise  planning. 


Comments  on  Specific  Plan  Components 

Listed  below  arc  comments  we  would  like  to  make  on  specific  plan  components.  Page  numbers  or 
paragraph  details  arc  prov  ided  liir  your  convenient  reference: 
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On  Page  I -7  the  BI  .M  staie.s;  “Analysis  of  Ihc  effect  of  global  wamiing  on  vegetation 
composition  and  the  value  of  forests  us  u reservoir  to  sequester  carbon  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
R.MP"  And  at  the  public  meeting  in  February  in  SandpoinI  the  BI.M  stated  that  the  BLM  "Does 
not  manage  global  vvarming."  We  would  respectfully  point  out  that  while  the  BI.M  may  not  be 
able  to  manage  the  entire  problem,  planning  for  the  impacts  of  global  warming  would  be  prudent; 
otherwise,  the  R.MP  will  not  be  a document  capable  of  guiding  strategic  decisions  as  these  im|vacts 
arc  fell.  The  need  to  address  carbon  sequestering  is  but  one  example.  AiKvlhcr  example  is  the 
impact  of  global  warming  on  the  lifecycle  of  the  Pine  Bark  Beetle,  which  is  well  documented.  As 
we  feel  the  impacts  from  global  warming,  the  subsequent  impact  from  this  one  insect  is  potentially 
very  high  and  should  be  addressed,  fhe  BI.M's  planning  should  take  into  account  these 
interlinked  phenomena  otherwise  on  the  ground  actions  will  not  be  able  to  address  the  real  world 
situation. 


06  (Cont.) 
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Vccctaiion  — Forests  And  Woodlands 

VF-Dl  .2.2  - should  incorporate  actions  suggested  in  alt  C:  ' conserve  and  restore  aspen,  birch,  and 
cottonwood  stands."  ’Ihese  deciduous  trees  are  arnong  the  ones  whose  habitat  faces  .some  of  the 
greatest  threats. 
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Vcgrlaliun  — Invasive  Species  and  .Noxious  Weeds 

VW  I.  4.  2 - This  action  states  "when  ncccs.sary.  revegetate  treated  areas  in  areas  vuliKTublc  to 
weed  invasion."  We  would  suggest  that  the  BLM  should  angreisivety  pursue  revegetation  with 
native  plants  (not  only  w hen  its  deemed  necessaty  but  as  a standard  since  this  is  the  only  way  to 
assure  that  weeds  won't  return  after  limber  harvests  or  other  “ireatmenr.) 


Special  Status  Species  Section 


7 


It  is  surprising  that  some  of  the  actions  proposed  in  All  D were  not  part  of  All  C.  The  rationale 
that  they  were  based  on  "new  information"  seems  at  odds  with  the  fact  that  the  majority  of  added 
actions  arc  based  on  long-established  regulations  or  practices  (e  g.:  "section  7 consultations"  or 
"project  level  inventories"  or  "utilizing  BMPs”).  In  general,  we  urge  that  all  of  the  considerations 
included  in  Alt  D,  from  page  2-22  through  2-27,  be  included  in  the  final  DLIS. 
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On  page  2-27,  SS-CI.1.2  states  an  action  to:  "recommend  withdrawal  of  public  lands  w ithin  300 
feel  of  stream  beds  from  mineral  leasing  and  location  to  protect  bull  trout  habitat."  In  the 
following  section  the  same  recommendation  is  made  in  order  to  protect  white  .sturgeon  habitat. 
Riparian  zones  are  very  sensitive  and  arc  significant  areas  for  native  plant  habitat,  especially  for 
sensitive  plant  species.  Since  these  same  actiorw  would  benefit  native  plants  and  their  habitat  we 
recommend  that  they  be  included  in  the  final  draft. 


9 


On  page  2-S9,  Alt  D.  SS-B2-3.1  stales  "implement  actions  under  F W-D2.2."  For  the  sake  of 
clarity  we  would  recommend  that  the  final  draft  be  more  explicit  regaixling  the  actions  to  be  taken 
under  litis  section. 


10 


On  the  same  page.  S.S-C2  J.3  states  "identifying  mid-scial  forest  stands  that  could  be  brought  into 
old-growlh  conditions  in  the  near  future,  and  use  appropriate  silvicultural  activities  to  encourage 
this  development."  fhe  next  section  states:  "retain  stands  of  late-seral  forests  and  promote  their 
long-term  sastainabilily  ."  These  actions  arc  missing  from  All  D.  We  believe  that  both  of  these 
actions  .should  be  incorporated  in  the  final  draft. 
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On  the  same  page  in  Ihc  next  section  under  All  C.  it  states:  "implement  the  selection  guidelines  for 
reserve  trees  as  offered  by  Oregon  OSH  A and  others."  It  is  unclear  why  regulations  from  a slate 
other  than  Idaho  wxiuld  apply  here.  1 lowcvcr,  before  making  recommendations  on  whether  or  not 
these  guidelines  should  be  implemented  we  would  need  to  see  more  details  about  them,  which 
were  not  available  in  any  of  Ihc  appendices. 


06-2:  Evety  effort  was  made  to  develop  a plant  list  idendfy- 
ing  all  of  the  special  status  plant  species  in  the  CE'O  (sec 
references  in  Table  3-13).  A programmadc  Biological 
Assessment  has  been  created  for  all  federal  T/E  species, 
and  indicated  no  effects  on  those  species.  Site-specific 
inventory  would  refine  species  lists  at  the  project  level. 

06-3:  A compromise  that  would  appear  to  be  balanced  by 
all  user  groups  is  not  possible  for  every  resource  area. 
Some  actions  proposed  under  the  preferred  alternative 
may  fall  closer  to  those  proposed  under  the  “commodity” 
alternative,  while  others  may  fall  closer  to  those  proposed 
under  the  “conservation”  alternative.  BLM  asks  that  the 
commenter  review  the  entire  alternative  for  balance,  and 
also  realize  that  each  alternative  allows  for  flexibility  in 
the  way  that  actions  are  carried  out  during  implementa- 
tion. 

06-4:  Although  research  suggests  that  there  is  still  uncer- 
tainty to  impacts  from  global  warming  (fertilization  effect 
of  CO2  and  increased  water  use  efficiency),  BLM  imple- 
ments and  will  continue  to  implement  silvicultural  prac- 
tices to  mitigate  the  effects  of  climate  change  and  the 
predicted  northward  migration  of  tree  species.  These 
practices  are  described  in  Chapter  3 (Section  3.2.5)  and 
Chapter  4 (Section  4.2.4.2). 

06-5:  Action  VF-Dl.2.4  is  the  same  as  Action  VF-Cl.2.2,  it 
is  just  out  of  line  due  to  the  differences  in  the  way  the 
two  alternatives  are  written. 

06-6:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  BLM  recognizes  the 
importance  of  native  plants  in  a weed  resistant  plant  com- 
munity. Native  plant  seed  will  be  used  preferentially  for 
revegetation  efforts.  Approved  non-natives  will  be  con- 
sidered when  native  seed  is  not  available,  not  practical,  or 
does  not  meet  management  requirements. 

06-7:  The  information  that  BLM  used  in  developing  Alter- 
native D of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  that  were  not  available 
during  development  of  Alternatives  B and  C,  included 
conservation  measures  that  are  now  specified  in  the  Bio- 
logical Assessment  (BA)  on  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Resource 
Management  Plan  [Emerald  Empire  Management  Frame- 
work Plan  (MFP)]  (BLM  2006).  BLM  was  in  the  process 
of  developing  this  BA,  simultaneous  with  developing  the 
alternatives  for  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  referenced 
section  of  Alternative  D h^s  been  modified  in  the  Pro- 
posed RMP/Final  EIS  to  reflect  measures  as  they  appear 
in  the  final  version  of  this  BA.  Alternative  D was  also 
modified  from  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  incorporate  con- 
servation measures  outlined  in  the  Biological  Assessment 
of  the  Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amendment  (USDA  For- 
est Service  2005).  This  recent  document  identifies  the 
preferred  alternative  for  amending  a number  of  BLM  and 
Forest  Service  land  use  plans,  to  include  the  Emerald 
Empire  MFP,  to  protect  the  subject  threatened  species. 
BLM  made  other  minor  changes  to  address  concerns  that 
USFWS  identified  during  consultation. 

06-8:  CNFISH  provides  buffers  along  waterbodies  with 
adequate  protection  for  various  BI-M  resources  and  uses. 

06-9:  All  actions  listed  under  Objective  F\X'-D2.2  would  be 
implemented  under  Action  SS-B2.3.L 

06-10:  Action  SS-B2.3.1  implements  actions  under  F\\  - 
D2.2.  Action  1^'-D2.2.8  says  When  consistent  with  gtyals 
and  objectives  in  the  forest  vegetation  section,  identifs' 
mid-seral  forest  stands  that  could  be  brought  into  late- 
seral  conditions  in  the  near  future,  and  use  appropriate 
vegetation  treatments  to  encourage  this  development. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 


K-108 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pinal  llmimunental  Impact  Statement 


Comments 


12 

13 

14 

15 
161 

17 

18 

19 


20 


06  (Cont.) 

Special  Sta(u»  Hlan(<i  Srclion 

SS- 1)2,5  through  D.2.5.4  - these  five  puriigniphs  are  the  same  across  all  four  altemalis'cs  and 
involve  inventory  payects,  planning  activities  or  eooperative  panicipulion.  All  these  actions  are 
eritical  when  dealing  with  special  status  plants.  It  is  verj'  important  that  the  final  draft  include 
these  actions. 

SS-D2.5.5  through  SS-D2.5.9  - the  specific  activities  outlined  in  these  six  actions  are  found  in 
bKJth  Alt  C and  Alt  D.  Because  of  the  henefils  that  they  accrue  to  special  status  plants  it  is 
imperative  that  final  draft  include  c-ach  of  these  items. 

SS-C2.5.10  - this  action  (which  docs  not  appear  in  Alt  D)  states;  "for  new  mineral  leases  within  or 
adjacent  to  special  status  plant  species,  specify  a no  surface  iKxupancy  stipulation."  While  we 
rccogni/c  that  mining  rights  cannot  be  withdrawn  from  every  acre,  we  feel  tliat  special  status 
plants  represent  habitat  which  requires  this  action  and  that  this  should  be  included  in  the  final 
DHIS. 

SS-U2.5.I0  - this  action  states;  "in  cotiperation  W'ilh  IDFG  Conservation  Data  Center  (CIX'). 
USFWS.  and  other  |xirtners  implement  conservation  measures  for  all  threatened  and  endangered 
plant  species."  I his  action,  which  is  required  both  by  law  as  well  as  internal  BI-M  policies,  should 
Itave  been  present  in  every  alternative;  ohviou.sly  the  final  the  lilS  needs  to  include  this  action. 
Native  plant  species  that  arc  Idaho  State  "sensitive”  should  receive  equal  protection  as  well. 

Pages  2-62  through  2-71  ctmtain  a list  of  30  actions  found  only  in  All  D.  Most  ofthese  are 
"commonsense"  activities  timi  are  either  mandated  by  law.  or  contained  within  best  management 
practices,  and  including  them  provides  appropriate  directions  for  managing  habitat  for  special 
status  plant  species.  Clearly,  all  30  ofthese  actions  need  to  be  in  the  final  DIS. 

On  page  2-72  item  1)  slates  "avoid  issuing  commercial  firewood  cutting  permits  in  suilnhle 
hahiial  and  riporian  forests.  It  permits  arc  issued,  insure  that  such  activities  arc  consistent  w'ith  the 
long-term  maintenance  of  mature  riparian  forests."  If  in  fact  commercial  firewood  cutting  permits 
are  to  be  avoided,  then  the  "conditions"  under  which  they  would  be  issued  should  be  a moot  point. 
n>cy  should  not  be  issued. 

Continuing  on  in  this  .section  item  number  2)  deals  with  “retained  forest  structure  on  the  edge  of 
riparian  areas  with  known  populations  or  in  suitable  habitat  for  .shading  llwse  wetland  areas"  that 
goes  on  to  “allow  commercial  timber  management  projects  or  firewood  cutting  when  negative 
impact  to  suitable  habitat  can  be  av»>ided  or  minimized."  It  is  hard  to  believe  that  the  BI.M  will  be 
able  to  fulfill  its  obligations  to  protect  special  status  plant  species  in  sensitive  wetlands  by 
allowing  commercial  timber  management  under  any  conditions.  We  would  ask  tlial  this  be 
changed  so  the  comnscrcial  limber  projects  arc  not  allowed  in  this  habitat. 

Koresliy  .\Dd  Woodland  Products 

Page  2-80  - each  of  the  four  alternatives  determines  an  acreage  for  commercial  forest  products 
from  vegetation  treatments  designed  to  Improve  forest  health".  If  these  projects  are  truly  designed 
w'lih  forest  health  as  the  primary  reason  for  actions  to  be  taken,  and  as  the  primary  consideration  in 
determining  what  treatment  ineihrxls  will  be  used,  and  if  forest  health  provides  the  primary 
guidance  for  how  projects  arc  designed  we  would  be  supportive  of  an  allemalivc  that  designates 
8200  acres  for  such  projects.  However,  we  find  it  perplexing  that  the  so-called  "conservation" 
alternative  would  only  treat  1200  acres  and  that  the  so-callcd  commodity  alternative  would  treat 
96<K)  acres  if  the  goals  were  truly  forest  health.  The  clear  implication  here  is  that  resource 
extraction,  not  conservation,  is  the  primary  factor  in  determining  acres  to  he  treated. 
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This  leaves  u_s  asking  several  questions.  W'hat  happens  to  the  forest  health  ol  the  remaining  W to 
98%  of  untreated  acres  under  any  of  the  allemalives?  If  the  preferred  All  D is  a "compromise" 
between  commodity  extraction  and  conservation  then  why  are  the  targeted  treatment  acres  so 
much  closer  on  scale  to  those  suggested  by  the  commtxlity  alternative?  More  importantly,  if 
forest  wtxxiland  products  arc  to  be  produced  with  forest  health  in  mind  the  range  of  altcmalives 
presented  should  take  into  account  a greater  number  of  ircalmcnls  oplion-s,  such  as  non- 
commercial thinning,  prescribod  bums,  wildland  fire  management,  stream  restoration,  rc^- 
vegelalion  and  so  on.  The  acreage  targets  a.s  well  as  square  board  feel  of  limber  production  would 
not  be  the  only  variables.  We  would  urge  the  BL.M  to  review  the  options  available  to  them  to 
achieve  both  woixi  production  as  well  as  forest  health  and  present  these  options  to  the  public  in 
such  a manner  that  they  may  be  delibcTBlcd  on  prior  to  issuing  the  final  F.JS. 


Krerratton 


21 

22 

23 

241 


flamlin  Lake  - pages  2-94  through  2 -97  cover  the  proposed  Oamlin  Lake  SRMA.  We  are 
concerned  that  greater  development  of  Oamlin  l,ake  as  a recreational  site,  would  not  adequately 
protect  native  plant  habitat  of  this  area,  alirn  proposed  as  an  ACF.C.  .And.  il  in  fact  part  of  this 
"expanded  Oamlin  I ake  SRMA’  unit  is  really  comprised  of  land  situated  several  miles  away  on 
the  south  side  of  Oold  Hill,  then  this  is  not  contiguous  with  the  BI.M  lands  surrounding  Oamlin 
Uke,  and  should  be  listed  as  a separate  SRMA  in  order  to  clarify  the  development  proposals. 

(5>cc  RC-Dl  .4.5)  specifically  RC-Dl  .4, 1 mentions  "providing  improved  road  access  to  develop  the 
recreation  liscilitics".  Currently,  a county  maintained  paved  road  leads  to  a well-developed 
parking  lot  at  Oamlin  Lake.  It  is  unclear  what  further  improvements  arc  needed  or  suggested  by 
this  section.  These  pages  also  suggest  the  possibility  of  impnrvemenls  to  a boat  launch  at  this 
location.  We  strongly  urge  that  any  activity  involving  boat  usage  of  Oamlin  I .ake,  include  actions 
which  would  prevent  and/or  control  the  spread  of  burasian  milfoil. 


According  to  the  Bonner  County  weed  \upervi%or,  over  40%  of  Oamlin  Lake  is  already  infested 
with  Eurasian  milfoil.  The  BI.M  needs  to  address  the  problem  of  Ihis  current  Infestation  and 
suggest  possible  remedies.  Nowhere  in  the  entire  draft  EIS  is  the  problem  of  Eurasian  milfoil 
addressed  for  Oamlin  Lake  or  any  other  waters  controlled  hy  the  BLM.  This  Is  a serious 
deficiency'  of  the  draft  EIS  which  needs  to  he  corrected  before  the  final  EIS  is  released. 
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1 he  current  use  of  Oamlin  l.akc  by  boats  powered  with  electric  motors  presents  an  unnecessary 
risk,  burasian  milfoil  is  a noxious,  invasive  species  tiuit  readily  reproduces  when  small  parts  of 
the  plant  arc  broken  or  chopped  oft.  Lsc  of  motors  in  such  a small  and  heavily  impacted  lake  is  a 
recipe  for  esmiinued  problems  All  motorized  use  of  this  lake  should  be  banned  immediately,  and 
remain  in  cftect  until  tlic  burasian  milfoil  problem  is  brought  under  control. 


Other  preventative  steps  can  also  be  taken  to  reduce  potential  additional  introduction  of  burasian 
milfoil.  Some  of  the  things  which  can  be  done,  include;  limiting  boat  access  to  one  developed 
dock  area  instead  of  allowing  dispersed  accc-as.  posting  educational  signs  and  information  on 
I urasian  milfoil,  setting  up  barriers  along  the  road  to  prevent  vehicles  from  driv  ing  onto  the 
sensitive  shoreline  and  to  limit  the  launching  ol  watercraft. 


Appendix  K:  Public  Coninwnts  mid  Responses 


Responses 


06-11:  The  1995  Oregon  Guidelines  Jor  Selecting  Keserve  Trees 
was  updated  (2005)  to  a hield  Guide  for  Danger  i 'ree  Identifi- 
cation and  Response  (http://www.cbs.state.or.us/osha/pdf/ 
pubs/reserve_trees.pdf).  The  State  of  Washington’s 
Guidelines  for  Selecting  Reserve  Trees  (1992)  was  updated  in 
2005  (http://www.lni.wa.gOv/ipub/417-092-000.pdf). 

The  1995  Oregon  and  the  2005  Washington  guidelines 
are  very  similar  to  one  another.  The  BLM  is  not  aware  of 
guidelines  developed  for  Idaho. 

06-12:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

06-13:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

06-14:  This  action  does  appear  in  Alternative  D;  SS- 
D2.5.10,  item  35b.  NSO  stipulations  will  be  implemented 
on  mineral  actions  where  such  actions  could  affect  threat- 
ened and  endangered  species.  All  proposed  actions  will  be 
reviewed  for  such  effects  on  the  project  level. 

06-15:  Action  will  be  included  in  all  alternatives  in  the 
FEIS. 

06-16:  Plant  species  designated  as  BLM  Sensitive  are  given 
the  same  level  of  protection  as  a federal  candidate  species 
(BLM  Manual  6840).  Plant  species  designated  by  the 
Idaho  Native  Plant  Society  as  “State  Sensitive”  generally 
are  incorporated  into  the  Idaho  BLM  Sensitive  Plant 
Species  list  as  Type  2,  3,  or  4,  depending  upon  rarity  and 
threat  levels.  However,  in  order  to  be  included  on  the 
Idaho  BLM  Sensitive  Plant  list,  the  species  must  be 
known  to  occur  on  BLM  lands,  or  be  very  likely  to  occur 
there,  though  not  yet  documented. 

06-17:  This  list  provides  conservation  measures  for  federal 
T/E  plant  species  which  were  developed  in  consultation 
with  the  USFWS.  Any  alternative  that  ultimately  becomes 
the  RMP  wdl  contain  appropriate  conser\^ation  measures 
to  protect  listed  plant  species,  in  compliance  with  the 
ESA. 

06-18:  This  action  (SS-D  1.3.2)  has  been  changed  to  state 
that  BLM  will  not  issue  commercial  firewood  permits 
within  riparian  forests. 

06-19:  This  action  refers  to  allowing  commercial  timber 
projects  in  the  vicinity  of  suitable  habitat  for  water  how- 
eUia  when  it  can  be  shown  that  such  projects  would  have 
no  effects  on  the  species.  Each  project  would  be  subject 
to  implementation  level  NEPA  analysis. 

06-20:  Alternative  C is  the  Minimal  Active  Management/ 
Preservation  emphasis  alternative.  The  theme  for  this 
alternative  was  to  make  minimal  impacts  via  minimizing 
active  management  of  resources.  Hence,  under  vegeta- 
tion management,  the  direction  would  be  to  only  treat 
areas  where  disturbance  has  already  occurred.  The  1,200 
acres  is  an  estimate  based  on  past  occurrence  of  wildfire. 

Alternative  B emphasizes  commodity  production.  Thus, 
under  forest  vegetation,  even  though  the  goal  is  still  to 
restore  forest  health,  the  treatment  acres  were  maximized 
with  the  intention  of  maximizing  forest  products.  The 
goal  for  forestty'  and  woodland  products,  which  applies  to 
all  alternatives,  is  to  provide  timber  to  help  meet  local  and 
national  demands  for  wood  products  while  protecting  the 
natural  component  of  the  environment. 

Alternative  D is  a balanced  approach,  but  not  a midpoint 
between  B and  C.  Some  of  the  resource  protective  meas- 
ures under  this  alternative  are  more  restrictive  than  under 
Alternative  C,  to  minimize  impacts  from  such  things  as 
greater  active  management  of  forest  vegetation. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

06-20  (Cont.):  Alternative  D also  took  into  account  mid-level  estimates  of  future  funding  and  manpower. 

Unfortunately,  a realistic  approach  to  managing  BUM  lands  through  treatment  actions  or  using  wildland  fire  makes  it  impossible  to  manage 
all  acres.  It  would  be  unrealistic  to  assume  funding  levels  and  manpower  would  be  available  for  such  a fete.  Thus,  under  Alternative  O, 
approximately  10%  of  the  available  non-withdrawn  forested  lands  could  be  treated  over  the  next  15  years.  If  this  were  to  condnue  beyond 
the  15-20  year  life  expectancy  of  the  plan,  then  all  available  forested  lands  on  the  CDAFO  area  could  be  treated  over  the  next  150  years  ±. 

Numerous  treatment  opdons  are  available  for  implemendng  forest  health  and  fuels  reduedons  treatments.  These  opdons  range  from  the 
use  of  a wide  range  of  silvicultural  treatments  including  reforestadon,  prescribed  burning  to  the  use  of  wildland  fire  (VF-B1.2,  Cl. 2 and 
D1.2  and  Objeedves  WF-B1.3,  Cl. 3,  D1.3,  B1.4,  C.1.4  and  D1.4).  The  acdons  described  in  the  alternadves  have  been  developed  to  give 
BUM  forestr}’  and  fuels  staff  the  flexibility  needed  to  respond  to  an  altered  landscape,  evolving  resource  needs,  and  a changing  regulatory 
environment. 

Impacts  resuldng  from  not  treadng  forest  vegetadon  are  described  in  Chapter  4. 

06-21;  As  an  SRMA,  Gamlin  Lake  is  subject  to  management  under  which  increased  use  is  accompanied  by  increased  management.  Under  all 
alternadves,  conser\-adon  measures  identified  to  protect  special  status  plants  would  be  implemented,  as  would  INFISH/CNFISH  measures 
to  protect  riparian  and  wedand  vegetadon. 

06-22:  Proposed  Special  Recreadon  Management  Areas  (SRMAs)  are  delineated  in  accordance  with  BLM  guidance  contained  in  H-1601-1 
Land  Use  Planning  Handbook,  Appendix  C.  There  is  no  requirement  that  SRMAs  be  comprised  of  condguous  tracts  of  land.  If  that  were 
the  case,  all  our  proposed  SRMAs  except  for  Huckleberry'  Campground  would  have  to  be  segmented  into  muldple  areas  that  would  make 
aedvity  level  planning  very  redundant,  cumbersome  and  administradvely  unmanageable.  The  parcels  we  have  grouped  share  a disdnet,  pri- 
mary' recreadon  tourism  market,  serve  most  of  the  same  people,  produce  similar  experience  and  benefit  outcomes  and  have  similar  setdng 
characters  (ROS  = a combination  of  both  rural  and  roaded  natural).  Specific  recreadon  development  proposals  are  made  at  the  activity 
planning  level.  In  the  case  of  Gamlin  Lake  a current  aedvity  plan  is  in  place.  Acdons  contained  in  it  for  the  currendy  configured  area  re- 
main consistent  with  proposed  RMP  actions.  Consequendy,  plan  revision  in  accordance  with  action  RC-DI.4.5  is  needed  so  aedvity  specific 
management  direction  can  be  incorporated  for  the  lands  that  would  be  added  to  the  management  area. 

06-23:  Action  RC-D-1.4.1  is  a prescription  of  setting  characteristics  that  would  commonly  be  appropriate,  consistent,  or  desirable  for  rural 
and  roaded  natural  areas  and  is  not  a development  proposal.  In  the  case  of  Gamlin  Lake,  a characteristic  developed  facility  w'ith  improved 
road  access  already  exists  and  it  is  desirable  that  it  be  retained.  If  future  activity  level  planning  determines  that  other  facilities  were  required, 
the  provision  of  road  access  would  be  consistent  with  the  managed  setting. 

06-24:  BLM  is  strongly  committed  to  containing  any  invasive  species,  including  Eurasian  milfoil.  Installation  of  a boat  launch  at  Gamlin  Lake 
would  be  preceded  by  the  appropriate  level  of  NEPA  documentation,  which  would  consider  the  projects  potential  to  contribute  to  weed 
spread,  and  would  propose  measures  to  mitigate  for  this  effect. 

06-25:  We  agree  that  Eurasian  milfoil  is  a serious  situation  particularly  in  a lake  the  size  of  Gamlin  Lake.  Presently  we  are  working  udth  the 
Bonner  County  Weed  Superintendent  to  determine  whether  the  plant  exists  in  the  lake  and  to  what  extent. 

We  also  agree  that  electric  and  outboard  motors  are  one  mechanism  for  spreading  milfoil  plant  parts.  However,  BLM  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  regulate  the  use  of  boats  or  engine  types  on  Gamlin  Lake.  Boat  usage  on  Gamlin  Lake  is  regulated  by  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
(IDFG)  and  Bonner  County.  Presently  there  is  dual  regulation  on  the  lake.  If  a person  is  fishing  from  a boat,fthey  are  required  to  use  only 
an  electric  motor  by  IDFG.  Bonner  county'  regulations  state  no  jet  skis  are  allowed  and  place  a limit  on  outboard  engine  size  of  10  h.p.  or 
less  for  all  boats. 

Boat  access  to  the  lake  is  presently  provided  at  one  location  at  an  undeveloped  launch  along  Glengary'  Bay  Rd.  This  launch  is  not  on  BLM 
land  and  is  not  administered  by  BLM,  therefore  BLM  has  no  authority  to  erect  barriers  along  this  road  to  prevent  or  limit  launching  access. 
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In  iwjcr  l«  uvlvlrcss  ihc  pr«>blL'm  orKurusian  niilfoil,  wc  uould  ur^c  ihc  BI.M  lo  ctHirUiiiulc  with 
ihc  c\Hint\  in  Jevclopint;  projctrl.s  which  inijiihl  be  funded  through  Ihe  stale  if  Idaho's  recent 
allocation  of  S4  million  tor  Milfoil  control.  We  would  tike  to  be  kept  informed  of  any  activities 
that  the  Ul.M  takes  in  regards  to  I urasian  milfoil,  in  general  as  well  as  at  t iamlin  l.ake. 
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Becau.se  Gamlin  lake  areas  is  habitat  for  scserul  special  status  plant  species  wc  would  like  to 
suggest  that  any  projects  proposed  Ibr  this  area  gti  through  Ihc  process  of  developing  an 
hnsiroruiK'nlal  Impact  Statement. 


1'ransportation  and  Trasrl  .Managemeat 
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Wc  are  c.xtremcly  disappointed  that  not  one  of  the  alternatives  addresses  the  problems  associated 
with  OlIV  travel  in  any  serious  fa.shion  Dale  Boswonh.  chief  of  United  Stales  loresi  Service,  has 
identified  unmanaged  recreation  lalong  with  noxious  weeds)  as  one  ofthc  four  greatest  threats  U> 
our  public  lands  today,  fhe  strongest  action  proposed  by  this  RMP  Ui  contain  this  threat,  is  found 
in  Alt  D,  where  a mere  6.^1  acres  (less  titan  1%  ol  the  96.000  plus  acres  of  land  covered  by  this 
plan!  would  he  closed  to  motori/ed  travel.  I rom  physical  disturbance,  soil  compaction,  habitat 
fragmentation,  to  the  spread  of  noxious  weed  seeds,  and  the  pollution  caused  by  iinburncd  fuel  - 
the  threats  of  mott>ri/c-d  travel  lo  native  plant  habitat  arc  many. 


Simply  put.  the  BI.M  needs  lo  do  an  adev)uatc  inventory  of  both  sensitive  plant  habitat  as  well  as 
land  suitable  for  motorized  nccreation  in  order  lo  make  wi,sc  management  decisions  about  where 
motorized  travel  .should,  or  should  rH>l,  be  allowed,  fhe  rc.sults  of  this  inventory  data  need  lo  be 
made  available  lo  the  public  for  review,  comment  and  furtiter  input  prior  lo  iIk’  development  and 
release  ofthc  final  the  KIS. 
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In  addition  lo  determining  closures,  this  study  should  pros  ide  the  basis  l«>r  determining  whether  or 
rail  Ihc  Bl  M has  any  basis  to  suggest  an  increase  in  roads  and  trails  suitable  for  OMV  from  122  lo 
175  miles.  Krom  this  draft  document  in  its  appendices  wc  sec  no  materials  to  support  this  incrca.se 
artd  strongly  urge  against  it. 
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l.ands  and  Realty  (l.K)  Srclioa 

On  page  2-1 14  Ihc  action  listed  under  Alt  D.  discusses  designated  rights-of-way  corridors  across 
the  planning  area.  Hvalualion  of  these  corridors  is  impossible  without  further  information  about 
and  maps  of  their  location,  and  the  habitats  that  they  would  impact.  The  draft  MIS  docs  not 
adequately  address  these  questions. 

On  page  2-116.  the  actions  suggested  by  both  Alt  C and  All  D.  invxilvc  adju.sting  and 
consolidating  public  land  ownership  lo  protect  resources.  The  difference  between  the  two 
alternatives  is  lltal  C protects  and  promotes  ton  -inijfaci  uses  whereas  D vvould  simply  promote 
■■uses”.  We  support  titc  approach  in  C. 

I.R-D.t.I.I  references  designated  ••righls-of  -way"  corridors,  as  updated  in  200.^.  But  detailed 
information  about  the  Uxtalions  of  these  corridors  is  mil  to  he  found  in  tl>e  draft  RMP.  More 
information  is  needed. 


■s -j  I In  LK-Dl.I.S  wc  arc  coneemed  that  All  D designates  35.000  fevver  acres  than  the  All  C plan 
"av  oidance  areas  for  the  issuance  of  authorizations”  and  we  arc  amazed  that  it  designates  1 2.( 
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acres  fewer  than  even  Ihc  "use"  allcmaiivc  (B).  1 his  situation  needs  to  be  addressed  in  order  lo 
preserve  native  plant  habitat. 

I.K-D2.1.2  would  appear  lo  authorize  the  "adjustment'’  of 9.530  acres  of  land  and  target  only 
87,240  acres  for  "retention."  Keeping  native  plant  habitat  in  public  ownership  provides  greater 
protection.  W'e  strongly  urge  that  any  "adjustment"  not  include  the  sale  of  lands  lo  private 
interest.s.  but  the  transfer  or  trade  lo  other  public  authority  such  as  the  forest  .Serv  ice  or  the  Slate 
of  Idaho  etc. 

Special  Uesignaliuns 

SD-DI.I.I  In  order  to  “preserve  the  existing  plant  communities”  ofthc  Hideaway  Islands,  the 
staled  intention  of  this  section.  All  I)  slu>uld  incorporate  a withdrawal  from  mineral  leasing 
stipulation. 

SD-DI.2.2  In  order  to  "protect  the  unique  natural  features  and  ecological  diversity"  (native  plant 
habitat)  which  is  Ihe  staled  objective  of  this  section.  All  D should  incorporate  the  stipulation 
(found  in  C as  well  as  tlie  "use”  alt  B)  that  "all  vehicles  will  be  limited  to  designated  routes." 
.SI>-I)1. 1.6.2  In  virdcr  to  protect  native  plant  habitat  at  Karnham  Forest  RNA.  Alt  I>  should 
incorporate  stipulation  which  closes  it  lo  motorized  vehicles  and  which  withdraws  it  from  mining 
rights. 

SI)-<'1.7  - (.’amlin  Lake  - Alt  C includes  an  objective  for  this  tuca  lo  "preserve  Ihe  existing 
wetland  and  riparian  plant  communities  in  a condition  that  protects  ecological  diversity  and  live 
BI.M  sensitive  plant  species  through  designation  as  an  AC'KC”.  This  entire  section  is  missing 
from  All  D.  Wc  have  to  assume  that  this  was  ckine  in  error,  since  iIk*  BI.M  would  he  remiss  in 
their  legal  obligations  (and  would  a>nlradicl  their  own  policies)  to  recognize  these  resources  and 
not  provide  for  some  measure  of  protection  for  them.  BV  urge  the  plannen  to  carefully  took  at 
this  and  include  the  Ciamlin  Lake  area  as  an  AC'KC'  in  the  final  draft.  We  believe  the  Gamlin 
laikc  with  its  unique  peallund  habitat,  already  identified  as  a host  to  five  sensitive  plant  species, 
would  )ic  much  belter  suited  as  an  AC'KC  rather  then  an  SRMA. 

SI>-CI.7.2  under  tItc  section  of  All  C.  which  deals  with  Gamlin  latke  it.  .states  that  the  BI.M  will 
"conduct  public  outreach  concerning  the  impacts  of  disturbance  and/or  weedy  species  on  Ihe 
ripurian/wetland  communities."  This  objective  is  missing  from  All  I);  we  would  urge  its  inclusion 
not  only  for  its  importance  lo  the  Gamlin  Lake  area,  but  for  its  getverul  educational  heiKTlI  as  well. 
,M>-Cl.g  .Morton  Slough  stales  an  objective  lo  "preserve  Ihe  existing  plant  communities  in  a 
condition  that  protects  old  growth  pt>ndcrosa  pine,  htild  eagles,  and  ecological  diversity,  thrtmgh 
designation  as  an  Af'KC."  This  action  is  missing  from  Alt  I).  Wc  urge  lltal  it  be  added  to  the  fiital 
plstt 

SD-DI.9  Windy  Bay  stales  the  objective  to  "preserve  Ihc  existing  remnant  gra-ssland  community”. 
Wc  fail  lo  sec  how  Ihe  BI.M  will  achieve  this  objective  unless  it  incorporates  Ihc  stipulation  found 
in  All  C,  which  would  limit  motorized  vehicles  lo  designated  routes.  We  would  further  urge  the 
inclusion  of  All  C's  recommendation  lo  withdraw  this  area  from  mineral  rights. 

General  Dcscriptiofi  of  l-.nvironmcntal  C'onsequciKCS 

Page  2-1.38,  section  titled  " i'egelalion  Invasive  Species  and  S'uxious  Weeds  " All  C "establishes 
vehicle  wash  requirementii  to  further  diminish  the  potential  for  the  introduction  and  spread  of 
invasive  species  and  noxious  weeds.”  This  item  is  missing  from  All  D aitd  wc  urge  that  it  be 
added  to  Ihe  final  draft.  This  simple  preventative  measure  could  save  Ihe  BI.M  valuable  dollars 
needed  lo  combat  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds 
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06-26:  BI.M  is  an  active  member  <yf  the  Selkirk  CWMA  and 
is  working  with  the  Bonner  County  Weed  Superintendent 
to  identify  all  opdons  for  milfoil  control  funding,  includ- 
ing the  recent  State  of  Idaho  funding.  BLM  also  intends 
to  work  cooperadvely  with  other  landholders  and  inter- 
ested parties  around  Gamlin  Lake  to  identify  the  presence 
of  Euraisan  milfoil,  map  the  extent  of  any  infestadons, 
propose  and  carr)'  out  treatment  efforts,  and  educate  lake 
users  on  proper  methods  to  reduce  weed  transport  into 
and\or  out  of  Gamlin  Lake. 

06-27:  All  implementadon  level  projects  will  undergo  the 
appropriate  level  of  NEPA  analysis  and  documentadon. 

06-28:  We  agree  that  unmanaged  vehicle  use  is  incompad- 
ble  with  muldple  use  resource  management  objeedves. 
Consequendy,  the  proposed  acdon  would  “close”  631 
acres  to  all  OH  Vs  and  would  establish  a “limited”  travel 
designadon  on  the  remaining  96,139  acres  restriedng 
motor  vehicles  to  certain  designated  routes  (Acdon  TM- 
D 1.1.1).  Please  refer  to  Maps  37-40.  Also  see  response 
05-6. 

A complete  inventory  of  resources  is  not  necessar}'  for  a 
programmadc  document  such  as  an  RMP.  Follow-up 
inventories  will  be  conducted  as  necessar}'  through  pro- 
ject-level planning,  and  travel  routes  may  be  adjusted  if  it 
is  found  that  sensidve  resources  may  be  affected  by  their 
further  use. 

06-29:  The  preferred  alternadve  contains  sufficient  meas- 
ures to  protect  sensitive  resources  at  the  same  time  that  it 
provides  suitable  levels  of  access  to  all  user  groups.  As  a 
compromise  alternative,  the  miles  of  roads  and  trails  pro- 
posed for  OHV  use  fall  direedy  between  the 
“commodity”  alternadve  and  the  “conservadon”  alterna- 
dve, and  fits  with  BLMs  mandate  to  provide  for  multiple 
uses. 

Note,  the  proposed  action  results  in  a net  decrease  of 
motorized  access  over  the  existing  situation  not  an  in- 
crease. A designadon  change  from  “open”  to  “limited”  is 
made  on  63,041  acres. 

06-30:  Locadons  of  ROW  corridors  are  displayed  in  Map 
45.  Some  variadon  of  the  corridors  exact  routes  udll  occur 
based  on  the  items  hsted  in  Acdons  LR-D  1.1.1  through 
1.1.5.  On-the-ground  habitat  assessments  would  occur 
during  project-level  documentadon,  and  will  address  all 
issues  required  under  exisdng  legisladon,  BLM  internal 
guidance,  or  agreements  with  other  agencies. 

06-31:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

06-32:  Although  general  locadons  about  the  locadons  of 
these  corridors  is  provided  in  Map  45,  detailed  informa- 
don  about  the  corridors  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  docu- 
ment. Detailed  informadon  of  the  pq)e  assumed  to  be 
requested  by  the  commenter  would  be  provided  during 
project-level  NEPA  documentadon. 

06-33:  Most  of  the  difference  in  ROV'  avoidance  area 
among  the  alternadves  resulted  from  designadon  of  visual 
resource  management  (VRM)  Class  11  areas.  Under  Al- 
ternadves B and  C,  VRM  Class  II  areas  were  designated 
as  ROW  avoidance  areas.  Under  Alteradve  C and  D,  the 
VRM  Class  II  area  gready  increases  (42,273  acres  under 
Alternative  C and  23,551  acres  under  Alternadve  D,  com- 
pared with  14,312  acres  under  Alternative  B).  Prcliminan,- 
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06-33  (C'ont.):  analysis  ot  Alternative  B found  that  it  was  impractical  and  ineffective  to  designate  VRM  2 areas  as  ROW  avfjidance  under  Al- 
ternative n,  given  the  theme  of  this  alternative.  This  designation  is  also  not  absolutely  necessary,  since  any  R(  )W  granted  must  meet  VRM  2 
standards  when  activity  occurs  within  this  visual  class.  The  VRM  designations  under  Alternadve  B are  idendcal  to  current  management,  and 
were  designed  to  maximize  opportunities  for  commodities.  Considering  this,  and  the  fewer  acres  of  VRM  II  under  this  alternadve,  ROW 
avoidance  in  \^RM  II  areas  would  not  be  as  impracdcal.  Chapter  4 contains  more  information  on  effects  of  visual  resources  management. 

06-34:  BLM  has  added  an  acdon  (LR-D2.1.10)  to  Alternadve  D which  states.  Land  sales  (Sec  203,  FLPMA)  will  not  be  a mechanism  for  dis- 
posal of  Public  Lands  except  for  very  unique  situations  specifically;  Historical  Occupancy  Trespass  and  Hazmat. 

06-35:  The  existing  plant  communides  would  be  protected  under  the  no-surface-occupancy  sdpuladon  (See  NSO-1  Appendix  F),  that  would 
be  a condidon  of  mineral  leasing.  Potendal  for  locatable  minerals  is  very  low.  Any  salable  mineral  development  authorized  by  BLM  would 
have  to  comply  with  the  management  objeedve  and  acdons  specified  for  this  RNA/ACEC. 

06-36:  On  the  Alternadve  D Widow  Mountain  Motorized  Route  Designadons  map  (Map  40)  motorized  travel  (to  include  snow  mobiles)  in 
Lund  Creek  RNA/ACEC  is  limited  to  designated  routes.  Travel  management  acdons  under  Alternadves  B,  C,  and  D specify  that  motorized 
travel  (except  snowmobiles)  is  limited  to  designated  routes  on  all  BLM  lands  in  the  planning  area,  unless  they  are  designated  as  closed.  Re- 
striedons  for  snowmobiles  are  shown  on  the  travel  maps. 

06-37:  Franham  Forest  RNA/ACEC  is  closed  to  motorized  vehicles  on  the  Alternadve  D Selkirk  Motorized  Route  Designadons  Map  (see 
Map  39).  We  have  added  this  restriedon  to  Acdon  SD-Dl.6.2  in  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  for  extra  emphasis. 

06-38:  The  reasons  that  BLM  did  not  carty'  designadon  of  Gamlin  Lake  ACEC  forward  under  Alternadve  D (the  Preferred  Alternadve)  are 
described  in  Appendix  G.  This  descripdon  idendfies  other  management  direcdon  within  Alternadve  D that  provides  protecdon  for  the 
special  values  of  concern  in  these  areas,  to  include  special  status  species  and  riparian/wetland  plant  communides. 


06-39:  This  acdon  is  already  implied  as  under  all  alternadves.  See  Vegetadon-Invasive  Species  and  Noxious  Weeds  (VW'),  Acdon  VW-1.4.5. 

06-40:  The  reasons  that  BLM  did  not  carry  all  ACEC  designadons  forward  from  Alternadve  C to  Alternadve  D (the  Preferred  Alternadve)  are 
described  in  Appendix  G.  This  descripdon  idendfies  other  management  direcdon  within  Alternadve  D that  provides  protecdon  for  the 
special  values  of  concern  in  these  areas. 

06-41:  On  the  Alternadve  D Coeur  d’Alene  Motorized  Route  Designadons  Map  (see  Map  38)  motorized  travel  (to  include  snowmobiles)  in 
VTindy  Bay  RNA/ACEC  is  limited  to  designated  routes.  Also,  see  response  to  06-36. 

06-42:  At  this  dme,  the  BLM  land  pattern  and  limited  resources  make  an  all-inclusive  vehicle  wash  requirement  exceedingly  difficult  to  en- 
force. The  BLM  land  pattern  is  such  that,  on  the  vast  majority  of  roads  that  cross  BLM,  a significant  podon  of  the  road  also  crosses  other 
jurisdiedons  that  have  various  levels  of  weed  control  in  place.  Requiring  vehicle  to  wash  prior  to  entering  BLM  land  (when  the  user  must 
often  travel  along  miles  of  weed  infested  roadways  prior  to  arriving  on  BLM  land)  would  be  ineffeedve.  BLM  proposes  to  cooperate  with 
adjacent  landowners  and  engage  in  public  educadon  efforts  that  promote  a joint  effort  to  control  and  prevent  weeds  through  CWTVIAs. 

All  alternadves  do  include  weed  prevendon  measures  that  focus  on  ground  disturbing  aedvides.  The  BLM  currendy  requires  Right-of-way 
holders  to  provide  for  the  treatment  of  noxious  weeds  and  seeding  of  the  roadway  to  prevent  weed  introduedon  and/ or  spread.  Equipment 
involved  in  commercial  appUcadons  may  be  required  to  be  washed  prior  to  arriving  on  BLM  lands.  Addidonal  consideradon  will  be  given 
for  weed  free  and  sensidve  areas.  * 
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r»R»  2-141.  srcHon  lilleit  Status  Plants"  All  C in  which  •'weed  comrol  would  be 

priorili/cd"  needs  to  be  udded  to  alt  D which  bas  "nuire  conservation  measures  for  fcdcnally  listed 
species  than  other  allemulivcs." 

PaKr  2- 1 46.  ".'^aviW  I\-\if>nutums  " - especially  sirtce  court  ease  "Norton  v Llluh"  decision  has 
ended  the  Rl  M's  ability  to  rev  iew  and  designate  Wilderness  Study  areas,  the  review  and  addition 
of  ACIiC  (.\rea.s  ofCirnscrvatiim  t CoiKcm)  is  a vital  tool  in  protecting  native  plant  populations 
and  habitat.  Ilte  "balance"  that  .Ml  D llnds  in  creating  ACKC’s  (.1  areas  totaling  377  acres)  versus 
all  C ( 1 areas  with  23.275  acres)  is  of  grave  concern.  Mnre  of  the  ACEC  recommendations 
made  in  alt  C need  to  he  incorporated  into  the  final  plan  for  meaningful  protection  for  our 
native  plant  populations  and  habitats. 


.AfTerleil  Knv  ironnicnl 
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On  page  3 — 12.  the  first  full  paragraph  prov  ides  a brief  mention  of  in.scclsMisea.scs.  including  root 
rot.  It  is  the  only  paragraph  in  the  entire  700  plus  page  K.MP  which  has  any  information  on  these 
vital  subjects.  And.  this  brief  paragraph  merely  lists  the  acreage  currently  impacted  by  root 
di.sea.ses  and  insect  infestation  with  mi  comparistm  to  tlic  acreage  which  might  historically  be 
expected  to  be  impacted  at  any  giv  en  lime.  Perhaps  more  importantly  there’s  ik>  indication  of  how 
this  information  ha.s  been,  or  will  be.  used  to  guide  the  development  of  the  RMA. 


Kor  a dvicumenl.  which  So  frequently  cites  "forest  health"  as  a guiding  principle,  this  sparse 
anKiunI  of  inliirmation  seems  woefully  inadequate,  nte  lack  of  any  kind  of  analysis  could  be 
interpreted  as  indicating  that  insects,  disease,  and  r<x»t  rot  are  of  no  real  concern  to  the  BI  .M  in 
directing  management  actions.  Strong  consideration  should  be  given  to  collecting  and  including 
much  more  information  on  these  subjevis  in  developing  proposals  to  be  included  in  the  final  DlilS. 


()n  page  .3-17  there  is  a graph  that  clearly  indicates  the  disappearance  of  While  Pine  from  the 
compivsilion  of  forests  in  nonhem  Idaho.  How-cver,  there  is  no  indication  in  this  section  or 
elsewhere  of  how  the  BI.M  will  act  to  return  cover  types,  specifically  While  Pine,  to  their  historic 
conditions.  \k'e  believe  that  rehabilitation  cITons  need  to  go  beyond  "vegetative  treatment" 
options,  which  merely  amount  to  the  harvesting  of  limber,  in  order  to  restore  forest  composition  to 
Its  historic  balance.  The  final  plan  should  include  more  details  involving  a greater  range  of 
options  such  as  revegctalion.  rciniroduclion  of  natural  fire  regimes,  artd  forest  thirming  which  is 
not  nexessarily  depended  upon  a commercial  limber  harve.sl. 
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Page  3-18  indicates  "the  IC'BMP  strategy  identifies  a management  strategy  for  prtimoling  and 
sustaining  a healthy  region  wide  ecosystem,  all  supporting  economic  and  .svxial  needs,  and  helping 
to  restore  and  maintain  habitats  of  plant  and  animal  species.”  However,  the  alternative  options 
developed  throughout  this  RMP  on  do  not  clearly  indicate  where,  or  liow.  the  ICBMP  strategy 
would  be  implemented.  This  should  be  clearly  expressed  in  tlie  final  tIS. 
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Page  3-19  the  draft  KI.S  indicates  that  quote  in  1993  the  B1..VI  adopted  a goal  of  restoring  riparian 
wetland  areas  so  that  75%  or  more  would  be  in  proper  futKlioning  condition  (PK').  Tlte  draft  HIS 
goes  on  to  stale  that  over  40%  of  the  riparian  wetland  areas  have  not  even  been  assessed  for  their 
condition.  Because  riparian  wetland  ureas  are  critical  to  many  sensitive  plant  species  in  our  region 
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06  (Cont.) 

we  would  urge  that  these  evaluations  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible  in  the  BI.M  make  every 
cfTort  to  attain,  and  a minimum,  its  stated  goals. 
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On  page  3-22  the  statement  is  made  "the  control  of  one  weed  species  leads  to  opai  space  that  can 
be  quickly  colonized  by  different  species  of  noxious  weed."  We  hope  that  this  statement  indicates 
an  understanding  that  eradication  eflbrts  towards  noxious  weeds  needs  to  be  combined  with 
aggressive  rc-vcgclalion  planting  of  native  plants  in  order  to  eliminate  the  vacuum  which  weeds 
quickly  fill.  We  urge  that  these  actions  are  included  in  the  final  R.MP. 
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In  various  places  throughout  this  report  justification  is  made  for  Alt  D mu  including  as  many 
■ACFCs  as  alt  C on  the  basis  that  adequate  protection  is  alivady  afforded  for  these  areas  w iihout 
such  designation.  We  wtnild  draw  your  attention  to  the  statement  made  on  page  .3-58  regarding  the 
extremely  small  percentage  of  land  closed  to  OllV'  use  - "all  ACHC/RNAs  arc  closed,  largely  to 
protect  valued  plant  habitat."  I his  statement  indicates  the  only  way  to  protect  valued  plant  habitat 
from  OHV  use.  currently . is  to  designate  it  as  an  ACtC.  On  this  basis  we  strongly  recommend 
that  the  final  DHIS  iivclude  many  more  ACRC's  than  arc  in  the  preferred  All  I). 
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ACIiCs  - in  addition  to  protecting  sensitive  plant  habitat  frttm  OHV  use.  ACHCs  also  restrict  the 
BI.M  from  granting  right-of-way  access,  which  currently  occurs  30  to  40  times  annually  (see  page 
3 - 59). 

In  our  area  (Bonner  County)  - we  are  particularly  interested  in  (iamlin  l.akc  and  Morton  Slough 
and  urge  that  they  be  designated  as  ACHCs  in  the  final  RMS. 


06-4.3:  Commenter  is  mistakenly  referring  to  the  summary 
of  environmental  consequences,  not  the  alternatives. 

06-44:  The  reasons  that  BLM  did  not  carry  all  ACRC  desig- 
nations forward  from  Alternative  C to  Alternative  D (the 
Preferred  Alternadve)  are  described  in  Appendix  G.  This 
descripdon  idendties  other  management  direcdon  within 
Alternadve  D that  provides  protecdon  for  the  special 
values  of  concern  in  these  areas. 

06-45:  BLM  is  concerned  with  insect,  disease,  and  root  rot 
infestadons.  The  analysis  completed  on  two  extensive 
inventories  that  provided  the  informadon  contained  in 
Table  3-4  shows  a 10,400%  increase  in  insect-infected 
and  diseased  trees  per  acre  between  1974  and  1992.  Also 
as  noted  in  Chapter  3,  Secdon  3.2.5,  Vegetadve  Commu- 
nides,  39%  of  BLM  lands  had  root  disease  in  2003.  To 
assist  with  project  level  planning  and  implementadon, 
BLM  udlizes  the  USFS  annual  insect  and  disease  aerial 
survey  flights.  Discussions  for  the  Dry  Conifer,  Wet/ 
Warm  Conifer,  and  Wet/Cold  Conifer  in  Chapter  3,  Sec- 
don 3.2.5,  state  that  insect  and/or  disease  have  adversely 
affected  these  forest  vegetation  tyqyes  to  the  point  that 
they  no  longer  reflect  their  historic  species  composidon. 
If  insect  and  disease  problems  were  not  of  a concern, 
they  would  not  have  been  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

06-46:  We  agree  that  the  successful  reintroduedon  of  VCAX'P 
involves  more  than  just  harv'esdng  trees.  Alternadve  D 
includes  a wide  range  of  silvicultural  opdons  (besides 
dmber  harvesdng)  that  allow  for  the  reintroduedon  of 
VC^T  (see  Acdon  Items  VF-D  1.2.1,  VF-D  1.2.3,  & VF- 
Dl.2.6).  These  measures  would  be  implemented  during 
project  level  planning. 

06-47:  BLM  planners  consulted  the  ICBMP  extensively 
during  the  formuladon  of  the  alternadves.  The  DRMP 
incorporates  measures  out  of  the  ICBMP  that  pertain  to 
specific  resources  within  the  CDAFO,  although  these 
measures  may  not  be  idendfied  as  such. 

06-48:  Acdons  VR-Al.l,  VR-Bl.l,  W-Cl.l,  and  \TI-D1.1 
state  that  the  CDAFO  would  “Complete  riparian  and 
wedand  inventory  and  assessment.” 

06-49:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Under  any  alternadve, 
BLM  has  a vested  interest  in  containing  weed  outbreaks 
on  their  lands  and  takes  a comprehensive  approach  in- 
cluding educadon,  eradicadon,  cooperadon  with  CWMAs, 
and  revegetadon. 

06-50:  This  statement  indicates  that  plant  habitat  of  espe- 
cially high  value  is  protected  in  these  ACEC/RNAs  by 
closing  them.  This  does  not  indicate  that  this  is  the  only 
method  of  proteedng  such  habitat,  it  is  simply  the  most 
appropriate  method  in  these  cases.  BLM  has  numerous 
other  methods  to  protect  valued  plant  habitat. 


iDcumpktr  or  Unavailable  Information 

Section,  page  4-1 1 cites  federal  regulation  4CCHR  1502.22.  which  stipulates:  “if  the  information 
is  essential  to  a recent  choice  among  alternatis-cs.  it  must  be  included  and  addressed  in  an  HIS." 
Twt)  paragraphs  later  the  text  of  the  RMI*  stales:  "certain  information  was  unavailable  for  use  in 
developing  this  plan,  usually  because  inventories  have  either  not  been  conducted  or  not  complete. 
One  of  the  major  types  of  data  unavailable  is  a current  detailed  inventory  of  forest  vegetation.” 
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Ihese  two  statements,  which  appear  on  the  same  page,  would  indicate  that  prior  to  the  final  HIS 
the  BI.M  would  need  to  complete  a detailed  inventory  of  forest  vegetation.  Without  this 
invenuiry.  or  information  regarding  stand  composition,  vegetation  cover  or  habitat  type,  h is 
impossible  for  an  adequate  analysis  of  the  impact  that  this  resource  management  plan  will  have  on 
native  plant*.  For  these  reasons  it  seems  iliat  the  BI.M  would  not  be  able  to  produce  a valid  final 
HIS  at  this  time,  nor  would  we  be  able  to  provide  our  own  comments  on  its  impact  on  native 
plant*  Based  on  this,  we  strongly  disagree  with  the  final  sentence  at  the  end  of  this  page,  which 
states:  "no  incomplete  or  unavailable  information  was  deemed  essentia!  to  a recent  choice  antong 
the  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  HIS." 


Also  note  that  no  areas  are  designated  “open”  to  motor- 
ized vehicle  use  under  the  proposed  action.  The 
“limited”  designations  will  restrict  motorized  vehicle  uses 
to  designated  routes. 

The  reference  to  the  Rochat  Roadless  Area  as  “closed” 
on  page  3-58  of  the  draft  is  incorrect  and  was  deleted. 
(Note:  this  does  not  relate  to  the  commenter’s  statement 
but  was  noticed  when  reviewing  page  3-58. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

06-51:  Right-of-way  (ROW')  restrictions  are  not  automaticaUy  implied  by  ACHC  designation.  Management  restrictions  for  each  proposed 
ACiEC  are  specified  within  the  alternatives.  The  area  surrounding  Ciamlin  Lake  is  designated  as  a ROW  avoidance  area  under  Alternatives 
B,  C and  D.  Morton  Slough  was  proposed  for  ACLXi  designadon,  with  ROW'  avoidance  only  under  Alternative  C.  The  reasons  that  BI.M 

did  not  carry  this  designation  forward  under  Alternative  D (the  Preferred  Alternadve)  are  described  in  Appendix  Cj. 

06-52:  BLM  feels  that  for  the  preparation  of  this  RMP,  the  level  of  detail  provided  by  GAP  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  missing  information  is 
not  essential  to  a reasoned  choice  between  alternatives.  This  is  because,  as  pointed  out  in  43  CFR  1610.0-5  (k)  - "It  [a  resource  management 
plan]  is  not  a final  implementation  decision  on  actions  which  require  further  specific  plans,  process  steps,  or  decisions  under  specific  provi- 
sions of  law  and  regulations." 

Further  such  guidance  is  provided  in  BLM’s  Land  Use  Planning  Handbook,  which  states  “Land  Use  Plans:  These  broad-scale  decisions 
guide  future  land  management  actions  and  subsequent  site-specific  implementation  decisions."  Therefore,  actions  proposed  under  this  RMP 
win  simply  provide  a framework  for  them  to  be  protected  at  the  project  level. 

Prior  to  any  forest  treatment  or  timber  management  action,  the  project  area  would  be  delineated  and  surveyed  for  sensitive  resources.  This 
would  occur  at  the  project  level  and  would  be  subjected  to  the  appropriate  level  of  NEPA  documentation. 

Alternative  A noted  that  a the  FORVIS  inventor}'  was  in  progress  on  55,000  acres  and  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D called  for  completing  a 

FORVIS  inventor}'  on  the  remaining  forest  acres. 
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N'rcrUliiin  — Korc»t  uml  \Voudlund> 
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l ndcr  the  sub&cclion  lilted  "impacts"  iIk-iv  is  un  indication  lliul  the  prcl'crred  allcmiuivc  would 
compicic  a l-ORVIS  inscnlors  lo  dclcrmiiK  species  coniposilion  and  sUKking  Icscis.  This  is  u 
\ ital  firsl  step  in  hcin(!  able  to  make  nunugement  decisions  regarding  ta*atment  areas,  mcthixls  to 
be  used,  and  allow  lor  the  rvinlroduction  of  natural  disturbance  regimes  including  lire.  It  is  vital 
that  the  final  I'.IS  inclialc  the  completion  of  this  invcnlor> . 
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In  several  sections  in  this  draft  plan  is  slated  that  a large  amount  of  the  acreage  which  would  be 
created  b>  .Alt  C or  designated  as  ACf.C's  is  eurrcntly  protected  in  wilderness  study  areas  so  that 
“no  additional  pitrtection  would  truly  be  alTordcd".  We  would  respectfully  point  out  iluit  the 
protections  that  AC’l'C's  provide  would  help  guide  management  decisions  in  the  event  that  the 
WSAs  are  released. 
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We  fully  support  the  eflorts  that  the  BL.M  is  undertiiking  lo  develop  specific  wildland  fire  use 
plans  for  approximately  52.1)00  acres. 


Impact  from  minerals  Management 
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(>n  page  in  the  section  regarding  special  status  species,  the  .statement  is  made  that: 
■•management  impacts  on  special  status  plants  potentially  occur  from  surface  di.sturbance  and  thus 
loss  of  habitat  as  well  as  potential  destruction  of  individual  plants."  The  draft  further  indicates  that 
under  the  so-called  “commodity"  All  B,  5000  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  rights.  The 
" conservation"  Alt  C would  withdraw  an  additional  24.000  acres.  ITic  "compromise"  Alt  I). 
would  only  withdraw  27  additional  acres,  fhe  compromise  in  this  situation  involved  a balance 
99.9%  in  favor  of  the  use  Alt  B.  ITiis  is  not  “compromise";  this  is  capitulation  to  mining  interests. 
We  urge  that  mineral  withdrawals,  in  the  final  RMP,  are  used  to  protect  acreage  for  sensitive 
plants  based  on  where  their  habitat  is  Ibund,  or  if  inventories  are  not  complete,  from  areas  wivere 
their  habitat  may  be  found. 


Sociueeonumics 
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On  page  4-170,  under  impact  from  recreation  management,  the  draft  plan  predicts  that,  botvcd  on 
2004  conditions.  $59,000  in  revenue  would  be  coilcetcd  from  nearly  148.650  visitors,  a stated 
average  of  S2.50  per  v isitor.  We  would  like  lo  point  out  that  148.650  X $2.50  actually  equals 
$.571,625  and  so  we  are  perplexed  by  these  math  used  in  these  projections.  Perhaps  more 
importantly  we  do  not  undcrslatKl  why  iHui-motori/ed  users  would  be  projected  to  spend  1/500'''  of 
what  OtlV  u-sers  would  spend  per  person,  l.ater  on.  on  the  .same  page,  under  "impact 
transportation  and  travel  management''  the  draft  plan  indicates  tival  a mere  3.5%  of  visitor  use  is 
for  OHV  recreation.  .And  yet  in  this  section  the  ecorarmic  projections  for  OHV  u-se  are  over  $10 
million.  ha.scd  on  an  average  cxpcrvdilurc  per  visitor  of  $1 .425.  Aside  from  a few  gallons  a gas  we 
fail  lo  .sec  how  OHV  users  would  spend  st>  much  more  motK'v  than  other  users  ami  benefit  the 
lix-al  economics  so  much  more  than  everyone  else.  The  fact  that  this  analysis  is  so  lopsided  rai.scs 
questions  of  validity  of  the  sources  and  assumptions  used  to  compile  them.  Additionally,  we 
would  pc’ini  lo  the  fact  the  OHV  users  only  comprise  3.5%  of  visitors  and  yet.  so  many  of  the 


06  (Cont.) 
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proposals  lo  open  up  access  for  this  group  has  been  basctl.  in  live  RMP.  upon  the  perceived 
demand  for  use  from  this  group.  How  have  the  needs  of  the  other  %.5%  of  visitors  been 
aceomniodalcxl?  We  ask  that  the  socioceoiwmic  analysis  and  "user  needs"  analysis  be  redone. 
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On  page  4-195.  under  the  section  titled  "relationship  of  short-term  uses  of  the  environment  for 
long-term  productivity",  there's  a lack  of  any  meaningful  analysis  or  comparison  of  these  two 
items.  Instead,  there  is  an  inconclusive  statement  that  "some  long-lenn  priHluctiviiy  impacts 
might  occur  regardless  of  management  approach."  While  this  may  be  true,  we  would  strongly 
urge  the  BI  .M  to  take  the  "long-range  view"  of  managing  these  valuable  resources  to  maintain 
their  current  condition  and  future  suitability  fi>r  use.  In  order  to  do  this  far  more  informalitin  is 
need  for  the  evaluation  required  by  this  section.  We  ask  that  information  be  provided. 


I.ist  of  questions  w hich  w e w ould  like  to  see  (he  final  plan  address: 

In  a BI  ,M  publication  tilled  “Jlare  Plants  and  Satura!  Plant  Communities  - a Strategy  for  the 
Future”  opens  with  this  siaicmem:  "'niis  strategic  plan  identifies  resource  opportunities  and 
actions  required  lo  acetrmplish  the  national  goals  and  objectives  for  special  status  plants  and 
natural  plant  communities  outlined  in  Kish  and  Wildlife  2000" 
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A number  of  specific  goals  are  outlined  in  Ihis  document; 

Develop  and  implement  325  activity  plans  for  natural  plant  community  munagcmenl 
Coastruct  habiUit  improvement  proJecLs  to  benefit  176  natural  plant  communities 
Acquire  93.000  acres  of  lands  identified  in  land  use  plans  as  necessary  for  the  conservation  of 
natural  plant  communities 


We  would  like  to  know  how  the  Draft  RMK  addresses  these  goals  and  sec  them  used  to  guide  the 
final  Dills. 


60 


KedcraJ  Land  Policy  and  management  Act.  according  to  the  FW  2000  document  "requires  that  an 
inventory  of  all  public  lands  arid  their  resources  and  other  values  be  prepared  and  maintained  on  a 
continuing  basis.”  The  draft  RMP  docs  not  offer  up  these  results  - has  this  been  completed  and 
how  does  it  guide  the  planning? 
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Ihis  document,  on  page  25.  also  states:  " I he  RMP  should  make  appropriate  land  asc  decisions 
that  promote  the  conservation  of  special  status  plant  species  and  their  habitats.  This  includes 
identifying  opportunities  for  habitat  acquisition  and  retention  as  well  as  imparting  special 
management  designations  such  as  Areas  of  Critical  I nvironmcntal  Concern,  and  special  plant 
habitat.  A tabic  follows  this  statement  which  indicates  there  arc  3 plants  in  Idaho  for  which 
acquisition  is  needed  and  a need  to  acquire  1.210  acres  was  identified.  Are  any  of  these  needs 
located  within  the  area  covered  by  this  RMP? 


Page  31  identifies  the  number  of  research  and  study  programs  required  for  special  status  plants  - 
in  Idaho  Ihis  uWe  sh«>ws  8 completed  and  104  needed  with  specific  work  and  funding  objectives 
how  many  of  these  goals  remtiin  in  the  Panhandle  and  how  docs  the  RMP  address  that  need? 


06-53:  BLM  has  used  the  best  available  data  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  draft  RMP/ItlS.  Completion  of  project  level 
FCi)RVIS  inventory  for  all  forest  vegetation  types  and 
incorporation  of  this  data  into  the  BLM  FORVIS  data- 
base has  been  ongoing.  With  current  funding  levels  it  is 
expected  that  the  FORVIS  inventory  will  be  completed 
and  entered  into  the  data  base  before  the  next  planning 
cycle.  This  is  an  objeedve  under  AJternadves  B,  C,  and 
D. 

06-54:  This  is  stated  in  several  secdons  of  Chapter  4:  Envi- 
ronmental Consequences.  In  aU  but  the  Vegetadon  - 
Forest  and  Woodlands  Secdon,  the  statement  included 
“unless  released  by  Congress  for  muldple  use.”  This 
oversight  has  been  corrected  in  the  Proposed  RJMP/ Final 
EIS. 

06-55:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

06-56:  Under  Alternadve  C,  all  ACECs  were  recommended 
for  withdrawal  from  mineral  entry.  Any  withdrawal  in  the 
RMP  is  only  a recommendadon,  since  only  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  or  Congress  can  make  such  withdrawals. 
Under  Alternadve  D,  fewer  ACECs  were  proposed.  In 
addidon,  when  developing  this  alternadve,  BLM  consid- 
ered the  mineral  potendal  when  idendfying  which  areas 
would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal.  The  Pulaski 
Tunnel  ACEC  (27  acres)  was  the  only  ACEC  which  had 
high  mineral  potendal,  and  thus  was  recommended  for 
withdrawal. 

06-57:  IVFscalculadon  will  be  amended  in  the  final  plan.  The 
statement  of  revenue  collected  from  148,650  visitors 
reflects  the  fees  that  BLM  collected  from  visitors,  while 
the  number  for  OHV  users  represents  the  amount  that 
this  group  injects  into  the  local  economy.  Addidonal 
informadon  from  the  Socio  Economic  Report  concerning 
effects  of  recreadon  in  general  to  the  economy  was 
added.  AU  recreadon  visitors  spend  an  average  of  SI, 425 
(Idaho  Department  of  Commerce,  Dean  Runyan  Associ- 
ates 1 997)  and  contribute  to  Idaho’s  economy. 

06-58:  This  secdon  has  been  revised  in  the  Proposed  RMP/ 
Final  EIS. 

06-59:  The  publicadon  mendoned  in  the  comment  is  not  a 
decision-level  document,  and  can  only  make  non-binding 
recommendadons.  Therefore,  the  CDAFO  is  not  re- 
quired to  meet  the  goals  outlined  therein.  However,  ac- 
dons  are  specified  under  all  vegetadon  secdons  of  the 
RMP,  the  special  status  species  secdon,  and  the  lands  and 
realty  secdon  that  would  contribute  to  the  attainment  of 
these  goals. 

06-60:  Resource  inventories  in  the  CDAFO  are  constandy 
being  updated  as  resources  allow.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
creadon  of  a programmadc  document  such  as  this,  and 
on-the-ground  inventory  of  aU  resources  is  not  necessary 
or  appropriate.  Comprehensive  inventories  for  physical, 
biological,  and  cultural  resources  will  be  performed  for 
the  area  of  influence  of  any  implementadon-level  project 
that  might  be  proposed  during  the  life  of  this  plan,  and 
for  which  NEPA  documentadon  must  be  prepared.  Data 
from  many  past  inventories  is  described  in  Chapter  3. 
The  need  for  inventories  have  also  been  idendfied  in  a 
number  of  objeedves  and  acdons  in  the  alternadves  (for 
examples  see  the  Vegetadon  - Forest  and  V oodland  and 
Vegetation  -Riparian  and  Wetland  secdons  of  the  alterna- 
tives). 

06-61:  Please  see  response  06-59. 
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06  (Cont.) 

On  pogc  37,  tabic  8 identifies  thai  there  arc  I2,l0(i,000  acres  which  need  invcniory  of  natural  plant 
communities  - have  an>  rerniiinin^  inventorv  ncetls  on  tlw  Idului  I'anhandic  been  identified  und 
Ih>w  arc  they  addressed  by  this  plan? 
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Page  41,  table  9 addresses  a target  for  the  mimbcr  of  botanists  I'or  Idaho 
Icscis  been  met? 


have  these  stalVing 


rhe  ULM  publication,  Rorv  /’Itinls  amf  Xolurtil  1‘lunl  Communities:  A Slroieg}'  /or  ihe  ruiiirv, 
also  states: 


“1  he  opportunities  for  conflict  resolution  are  greatest  iit  the  Resource  Munugement  Plunt  (RMP) 
state.  Ilic  RMP  should  make  appropriate  land  use  decisions  that  promote  the  consersation  of 
special  status  plant  .species  and  their  habitats.  This  includes  identifying  opportunities  for  habitat 
acquisition  tmd  retention  as  well  as  imparting  special  management  designations,  such  as  Areas  of 
Critical  linviroruncntal  Concern,  on  special  status  plant  habitat."  And.  it  further  recommends  that 
the  BI.M  "incorporate  pertinent  recovery  plan  objectives  into  RMP’s.” 


Taking  our  lead  fri>m  this  excellent  publication  we  want  to  know,  und  have  detailed  in  the  RMP 
tire  following: 

Inventory  (the  first  step  in  identifying  sensitive  plants  and  plant  communities) 
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1 . I low  many  of  the  ULM  acres  in  the  CdA  district  have  been  inventoried  fur  sensitive  plunt 
spexies? 

2.  Which  acreage  has  been  done? 

3.  How  many  have  yet  to  be  inventoried? 

4.  Which  acreage  specifically  awaits  inventory? 

5.  What  schedule  is  anticipated  for  inventory  eivmplelion? 

6.  Specific  to  acreage,  and  timetable 

7.  Include  in  the  RMP  the  baseline  intiinnulion  from  the  completed  inventories; 

a.  Number  and  location  of  occupied  sites 

b.  (yualitv  or  significance  of  sites 

c.  Number  of  plants  at  each  site 

d.  Types  of  habitat  rct|uircd 

c.  Sensitivity  of  habitat  to  the  ciTccts  of  different  resource  activities  and  uses 

f.  Current  and  potential  threats 

8.  IX-.scribe  how  special  status  plunt  iKxds  ai»d  recovery  objectives  are  integrated  into  each 
aspect  of  the  CdA  HI.M’s  project  planning  to  esmtribute  to  potential  recovery  and 
delisting. 

‘f.  Activity  planning;  which  inventoried  sites  have  sitc'specific  plans  developed  for  all 
activities  (these  incliKie  habitat  management,  allotment  management  and  recreation  area 
muiiagemcnl  plans)? 

10.  For  those  inventoried  sites  lacking  site-specific  activity  planning,  what  is  the  schedule 
(including  cost),  by  site,  for  development  of  those? 


Muniliiring 

64 1 I . Percent  of  Special  Status  Plants  currently  being  monit*>red? 


06  (Cont.) 

2.  Location  and  dcM;rip4iu>n  otthoM;  populations,  with  monitoring  results. 

3.  l.ocatiim  and  description  of  unmonitnred  populations  and  schedule  for  initiating 
monitoring. 

4.  Personnel  available  for  plant  invcnlof>.  developing  plans  lor  Special  Status  plants  and 
communities  and  monitoring? 

5.  What  percentage  of  tht>sc  persons'  lime  is  available  for  work  towards  these  goals  (subtract 
funding  clTorts,  fire  control,  etc.) 

6.  What  arc  the  personnel  needs  to  meet  the  Special  Needs  Plant  and  Community  inventory  , 
monitoring  and  plauming  goals? 

7.  How  will  these  personnel  needs  be  met? 

In  closing,  we  would  again  like  to  thank  you  for  Ihe  opportunity  to  submit  comments  on  this  draR 
KMP/|'US.  Wc  sincerely  hope  that  our  comments  and  qitcstions  w'ill  help  to  shape  a more  useful 
final  plan.  Should  >'Ou  like  elarificalion  on  any  items  mentioned  please  call  on  us. 

Sincerely, 


06-62:  Please  see  response  (J6-59. 

06-63:  Please  see  response  06-59. 

Also,  conservation  measures  for  water  howellia  and  Spal- 
ding’s catchfly  are  built  into  the  preferred  alternative  (see 
Action  SS  Dl.3.1).  These  measures  include  conducting 
surveys,  mapping,  and  database  management.  Retention 
or  acquisition  of  habitat  for  listed  plant  species  is  pro- 
posed under  Action  LR-D2.1.1. 

In  accordance  with  BLM  Manual  6840  (Special  Status 
Species),  BI.M  conducts  surveys  and  monitoring  prior  to 
and  following  implementation  of  specific  actions  and 
projects.  For  instance,  a timber  harvest  would  be  pre- 
ceded by  a vegetation  inventory,  which  would  include 
special  status  plant  species.  Also,  surveying  habitat  that 
has  high  potential  for  occurrence  of  Threatened,  Endan- 
gered, or  Sensitive  plant  species  is  a priority  for  the  BLM 
rare  plant  program,  and  is  not  always  specifically  linked  to 
a proposed  ground-disturbing  project.  This  occurs  as 
directed  by  the  BLM  Idaho  State  Office,  and  is  in  coop- 
eration with  ID  Fish  and  Game  Conservation  Data  Cen- 
ter (CDC),  and  other  agencies. 

Currently,  CDAFO  has  inventory  and  monitoring  data  on 
about  10-15%  of  the  lands  it  administers.  This  inventory 
grows  with  each  new  project.  BLM  relied  on  this  data,  as 
well  as  data  acquired  from  CDC  when  developing  the 
alternatives  and  conducting  analysis  described  in  this 
Proposed  RMP/Final  FIS. 


06-64:  Please  see  response  06-63. 
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l*hilip  IkHigh 

President  ~ Kinnikinnick  ('luiptCT.  Idaho  Native  Plant  Soct^y 
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Vnited  States  ^opa:tK■n:  of  t^e  Interior  April  K,  20;«  Berrau  of  Ur.l  Kar.jgemcnt  Coeur 
d'  AUne  fle.d  Offlr* 

18Ce  N niiid  S-.ZTOl 

Cyeu;  J'  Aleae,  Zt  53811-5401 

■<t.:  Brsfn  \‘^iir  d'  Alme  i<e50jrr»  Manao'-nen-  p.a-  <nd  ■:nvlr5nredt'.al  larac*  Sra'-ene't 


1^0  Rrvets  United  thanks  you  for  the  opportunity  tc  provide  camcr.ts  cn  the  Draft  Cocur 
d^  Alcnc  Fssc'Jtcc  Kanajeaent  Plan  and  Envrronncntal  Impact  Statesicnt.  Idaho  Rivers  dnltcd 
ilPU)  is  idal;v's  only  state-»lde  rivet  jonservatlon  or jaiilialiy;i.  Tl;?  riisslou  of  IS'.'  is 
To  protect  aiic  lestJie  ’..le  rivets  of  lualK.-.'  t.i.nu  the  last  fifleen-ye.ts.  IRO’a 
mentership  has  rrcvn  tc  over  3,00C  concerned  clt liens  throujhcut  Idaho.’ 


1 

2 


IWJ  S'lppcrt.s  rh*  Wild  i ^teni  t .lur.abi  liny  de.a'.q'itler,s  'or  the  f.r.tle  North  Fork 
earweter,  Lear  tare  Creek,  uttle  teat  U<*  Creek.  a:.d  tend  Creek,  further,  IRU  urjea 
coordination  with  the  Ur.lted  States  Forest  Service  In  MnagoDer.t  declslc.ns  related  to 
adjacent  designated  strea.i  sections.  IR'J  tealnds  3LK  of  their  respcnslblllty  to  protect 
-he  Ciee-flowl.-.g  naiuie.  outiiandlagly  teraikable  vai.es  a.vi  teccCEended  classif .cations 
jiitii  such  t.a.v  as  congress  makes  a £i..al  d«Lexa.ination  on  'if..c  & Scenic  ceaigiiation. 


.levin  Levts 
■:on.*ervar ion  rirecror 
Ilaho  ftivrr.e  U-uod 
I'.O.  do*  CS3 
3alce,  ir  83711 
<cvin?ldahorivers.crg 


Office  :2CS;  343-74=1 
?«  ,2C8:  343-9376 
Ce.l  (138,  n0-4;'O 
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DdPEAoOf  riNC4e)tA3EME»r 
■'oa=iO'*U'i£:c  -;:>m 

'Em/itvnmentaf  ^CUance 

P.O.  Box  1598  Coeur  d'Alrae.  ID  83816-1598 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  April  10,  2006 

Bureau  of  Land  A^nagement 
Attn  RMP 


Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 

1808  N Third  Street 

Coeur  d’Alene.  10  83814-3407 


Dear  Mr.  Pavoy. 

1  he  following  comments  are  being  submitted  for  the  Draft  Coeur  d'Alene 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  It 
appears  NEPA  regulations  at  40  CFR  1500  thru  1508  apply  to  the  DEIS  'The 
Final  EIS  should  address  the  following  issues 
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A incomplete  or  unavailable  information 

In  our  November  9,  2004  letter  to  Tetra  Tech,  Inc  concerning  the  Coeur  d'Alene 
RMP,  we  had  a number  of  concerns  relating  to  old  growth,  including  old  growth 
surveys  and  blocks  of  old  growth  larger  than  100  acres.  I was  unable  to  locate  in 
Volumes  I.  II.  and  III  specific  old  growth  information  relating  to  the  RMP  and  old 
growth  issues  raised  in  the  November  2004  letter 


The  FEIS  should  include  the  available  old  growth  data  and  maps  that  are 
associated  with  each  Action  Allemative.  or  desenbe  the  old  growth  information 
that  it  either  incomplete  or  unavailable 


B.  Impaired  watersheds/TMDLs 

Table  3-2  on  page  3-7  of  the  DEIS  lists  impaired  water  bodies  near  BLM  lands, 
the  date  of  the  approved  TMDLs  and  schedule  for  TMDLs  under  development 
Concerning  the  I ower  Clark  Fork  HUC  17010213  in  Table  3-2  it  la  Indicated 
there  is  a completed  TMDL  with  the  date  of  compielion  listed  as  2004. 

2 Idaho  DEQ  is  prepanng  a sediment  and  temperature  TMOL  for  a number  of 
water  bodies  in  the  Lower  Clark  Fork  River  Subbasin  but  this  TMOL  has  not  been 
compMad 

The  FEIS  should  include  a danfication  as  to  the  water  bodies  in  the  Clark  Fork 
River  that  have  EPA  approved  fMDLs.  and  indicate  there  are  water  bodies  In  the 
Lower  Clerk  Fork  Rivet  area  that  require  sediment  and  temperature  TMDLs 

- I The  FEIS  should  also  include  information  indicating  EPA  Region  10  in  December 

3 I 2005  approved  the  Idaho  DEQ  2002  Integrated  (303(d)/305(b))  Report 


07-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
07-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


08-1:  Planning  Issue  #2  (Chapter  1,  Section  1.4.2),  derived 
from  scoping  comments,  specifically  mentions  old  groivth 
forests.  Also,  "Vegetation  treatments  in  the  -vicinity  of  old 
gro-wth  stands  would  follow  direction  in  the  'Vegetation  - 
Forests  and  Woodlands  Action  VF-B  1.2.6,  VF-C  1.2.6,  or 
VF  Dl.2.7.  Location  data  on  old  growth  stands  is  not 
necessary  to  determine  the  affects  of  these  actions. 


08-2:  This  information  has  been  included  in  the  PRMP/ 
FEIS. 


08-.3:  This  information  has  been  included  in  the  PRMP/ 
FEIS. 
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Comments 
08  (Com.) 


4 


C Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers: 

On  page  3-67  it  is  stated  "The  BLM  completed  a wild  and  scenic  river  suitability 
study  as  part  of  the  RMP  process  On  page  3-68,  Table  3-32  lists  the  eligible 
segments  studied  for  W&S  River  Suitability  All  five  eligible  segments  have  been 
found  suitable  under  Alternative  C 


D.  OHV  use; 

The  OHV  discussions  in  Volume  I include  pages  3-57,  3-57,  4-78,  and  4-87  In 
paragraph  two  on  page  4-78  it  is  stated  Alternative  C has  the  least  amount  of 
designated  roads 

United  States  Code.  Title  42,  1988  edition,  includes  Executive  Order  11643  “Use 
of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  Public  Lands'  dated  Feb  8,  1972  as  amended  The  E.O 
contains  9 sections  Section  8 is  titled  “Monitoring  of  Effects  and  Review,  and 
Section  9 is  titled  "Special  Protection  of  the  Public  Lands." 

There  should  be  analysis  in  the  FEIS  that  will  indicate  whether  the  selected 
Alternative  would  be  in  full  compliance  with  E.O.  1 1643 

If  this  E,0  has  been  replaced  or  rescinded,  there  should  be  information  that  will 
indicate  the  date  this  E.O.  was  replaced  or  rescinded,  and  there  should  be 
information  that  describes  the  current  Federal  Regulations  that  apply  to  OHV  use 
on  public  lands 

E.  Alternative  C: 

Alternative  C would  designate  19  additional  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern,  and  the  key  components  include  a number  of  measures  to  protect 
wildlife  habitat,  water  quality,  and  protection  of  fish  and  riparian  habitat.  This 
Alternative  provides  the  highest  level  of  protection  to  lands  administered  by  the 
Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office 


We  wish  to  receive  a copy  of  the  FEIS  when  it  is  released. 


Sincerely. 


Mike  Mihelich  Forest  Watch  Coordinator 

These  comments  are  also  being  submitted  on  behalf  of: 

The  Lands  Council.  Mike  Petersen,  423  West  First  Avenue,  Suite  240,  Spokane. 
WA  99201,  Selkirk  Conservation  Alliance.  Mark  Sprengel,  P O.  Box  1809,  Priest 
River,  ID  83856,  and  The  Ecology  Center,  Jeff  Juel,  314  North  First  Street  West, 
Missoula.  MT  59802 


Responses 


08-4:  We  are  not  sure  of  the  point  of  this  crjmment.  The 
term  “eligible”  is  the  correct  way  to  refer  to  the  river 
segments  at  this  time  since  suitability  is  just  proposed,  not 
finalized. 

08-5:  The  commenter  probably  means  to  refer  m Execu- 
tive. Order  11644,  rather  than  E.O  11643.  In  addition  to 
the  FLPMA,  Executive  Order  11644  as  amended  by  Fl.(3. 
11989  guides  BLM  OHV  management.  Section  8 re- 
quires monitoring  and  periodic  adjustment  to  OHV  des- 
ignations. We  are  complying  with  Section  8 by  addressing 
OHV  designations  in  this  plan.  Section  9 allows  for 
emergency  limitations  or  closures  which  we  do  under  43 
CFR  8341.2.  These  are  not  ORV  designations  but  are 
interim  measures  used  when  travel  restrictions  have  to  be 
made  outside  of  the  land  use  planning  designation  proc- 
ess. The  Executive  Order  is  reproduced  in  the  2001  Na- 
tional Management  Strateg}'  for  Motorized  Off-highway 
Vehicle  Use  on  Public  Lands.  This  BLM  document  is 
among  those  that  are  referenced  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 
Please  see  references-2. 

08-6:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Hans  Archer 

<HARCHER@ASCMT.CO 

M> 

04/03/2006  06:41 
AM 


09 


To 

" ' id_cda_rmp@blm.gov ' " 
<id_cda_rmp@blm. gov> 

cc 

Subject 

eda  rmp  comments 


^ We  are  happy  to  see  the  Middle  Fork  of  Pine  Creek  open  to  short  wheel  base  four  wheel 
drives.  We  would  also  like  to  see  the  Palisade  mine  road  open  four  this  use,  but  would 

2 like  to  see  both  of  these  areas  limited  to  a 100  inch  wheel  base  with  a minimum  of  12 
inches  of  ground  clearance  to  keep  obstacles  intact.  Vehicles  should 

3 

also  be  capable  of  self  recovery. 

Most  trail  damage  that  we  encounter  is  caused  by  ill-equipped  vehicles. 

Thanks, 

Hans  Archer 

President  of  the  North  Idaho  Trail  Blazers 

Members  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Four  Wheel  Drive  Association 

and  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition 

14414  S.  Stangland  Rd. 

Cheney,  WA  99004 
(509)299-6084 


09-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  See  response  P42-1. 

09-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  There  may  be  a need 
to  define  “jeeps”  as  their  own  specific  unique  class  of 
vehicle  if  we  are  going  to  manage  routes  for  “extreme 
4WD  use”.  At  this  time  it  is  more  appropriate  to  deal 
with  the  issue  at  the  implementation  level  rather  than  the 
RMP  level.  Coordination  will  be  required  with  the  Forest 
Serv'ice  and  the  State  ofTdaho.  As  you  probably  know, 
Idaho  Code  currently  defines  only  three  classes  of  off- 
highway  vehicles;  motorbikes,  AT\^s  and  snowmobiles. 

09-3:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Sec  response  09-2. 
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Responses 


OlO 

^PACIFlCORP 


82S  NE  Multnomah 
Portland.  Oregon  97232 


Apnl  7,  2006 


Mr  Scott  Pavee 

Project  Manager  Coeur  d'Alene  RMP 
Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office 
1808  North  Third  Street 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 

Re:  PaciftCorp  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Pavee: 


1 


PadfiCorp  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 
Although  we  do  not  have  any  facilities  within  the  Coeur  d'Alene  planning  area,  we  want 
to  ensure  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  understands  the  issues  that 
could  potentially  impact  a Utility  that  has  Rights  d Way  on  federal  land  that  and  that 
these  issues  are  considered  when  you  finalize  the  EIS  and  RMP  for  Coeur  d'Alene. 

PacifiC^rp  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments.  We  have  long 
recognized  the  need  to  develop  business  practices,  both  on  public  and  private  lands, 
which  are  in  harmony  with  valid  and  appropriate  land  use  requirements.  We  are 
confident  that  our  record  of  stewardship  on  BLM  larxls  and  our  comments  concerning 
the  Dr^  EIS  will  aHow  BLM  to  produce  a final  RMP  that  offers  suitable  protections  to 
the  variety  of  issues  affecting  the  lands  while  accommodating  both  existing  and  future 
electrical  facilities  used  to  provide  cribcal  electric  services  to  the  people  of  Idaho  and 
throughout  the  west 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  the  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Maggie  Hodny 
in  F>acifiCorp's  Portland  office.  Maggie  can  be  reached  at  503-813-5889. 


010-1:  See 
“BLM  will 


Chapter  1,  Page  1-8,  Planning  Criteria 
recognize  all  valid  existing  rights.” 


1.5.4 


Curt  Meyers 
Manager,  Property  I 


inagement 


Enclosure 

Cc/end;  Jeff  Richards,  PacafiCorp 
Kin  Rhoads,  PacifiCorp 


RECEIVED 

APR  1 0 2006 

BUREAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D’ALENE  ID  83814 


OlO  (Cont.) 

PacifiCorp  Comments  on  the  DFtAFT  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
For  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 


Reference 

Description  of  Issue 

Suggested  Revision/Action 

liHMMt  T 

' - . -p  - . ' : . 

Energy  Development 

As  part  of  their  strategic  goals.  BLM  must  help  meet 
energy  resource  needs.  The  draft  revised  RMPs 
reviewed  to  date  by  PadfiCorp  appear  to  under- 
emphasize  the  energy  development  needs  of 
electrical  oeneration  and  transmission. 

As  a general  matter.  PacifiCorp  believes  that  the  EIS  and 
RMP  should  better  emphasize  end  promote  issues  related 
to  electrical  energy  development. 

Sustainable  Development 

PadfiCorp  Is  aware  that  many  federal  land 
management  agencies,  induding  the  BLM  and  the 
Forest  Service,  have  issued  policy  statements  In 
regard  to  sustainable  development  concepts,  which 
Includes  provision  for  renewable  energy  resources 
For  exampla,  see  the  Joint  federal  agency  explanation 
of  this  concept  entitled  "Sustainable  Development  end 
Its  Influence  on  Mining  Operations  on  Federal  Lands* 
dated  April  2002.  In  the  context  of  resource  planning, 
this  document  describes  sustainable  development  as 
addressing  sodal,  economic  and  environmental 
interests.  This  Is  consistent  with  PadflCorp's  own 
vision  of  sustainability  as  reflected  In  our 
environmental  and  other  polldes. 

PaciftCorp  urges  the  BLM  to  use  these  principles  and  this 
terminology  when  evaluating  alternatives. 

Transmission  Corridors 

1 

On  August  0. 2005.  President  Bush  signed  Into  law 
the  first  National  Energy  Ran  in  more  than  a decade. 
The  Ran  provides  for  the  designation  of  ‘Energy 
Corridors*  in  11  western  states,  which,  in  turn,  will  be 
Incorporated  into  various  RMPs  in  those  states.  The 
enactment  of  the  Energy  Corridor  requirement 
emphasizes  the  importance  of  proper  transmission 
corridor  planning  at  the  western  regional  and  local 
RMP  Ran  levels 

PacifiCorp  recomrrrerKls  that  the  BLM  take  active  steps  to 
work  with  stakeholders  at  the  federal,  state,  and  local  level 
to  expand  the  concept  of  federal  Energy  Corridors  to 
statewtride  utility  corridors  that  include  state  and  local 
government  tends.  In  addition  to  addressing  existing 
energy  needs,  the  establishment  of  state-wide  utility 
conidors  must  take  Into  consideration  reasonable 
foreseeable  development.  £r>gaglr>g  electrical  utilities  and 
state  land  management  agencies  In  the  transmission 
corridor  planning  process  will  Improve  communication  and 
avoid  unnecessary  delays  In  the  country’s  efforts  to  meet 
current  ar>d  future  demands  for  electric!^. 

- 

010-2:  BLM  scoping  analysis  did  not  find  that  energ\-  devel- 
opment was  a major  issue  in  the  planning  area.  However, 
the  topic  is  addressed  in  various  sections  (e.g.  Renewable 
Energy,  Fluid  Minerals,  and  Lands  and  Realty)  of  the 
draft  and  proposed  plans. 

010-3:  BLM  reviewed  and  considered  “Sustainable  Devel- 
opment and  its  Influence  on  Mining  Operations  on  Fed- 
eral Lands”  during  development  of  the  RMP. 

010-4:  BLM  is  currendy  conducting  a study  of  this  docu- 
ment. When  the  final  document  is  completed  details 
from  that  study  would  be  incorporated  into,  or  amend 
this  RMP. 
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Comments 


Responses 


OlO  (Cont.) 


R«f«r«nce  f D««criptlon  of  Istua 

Suggested  Revision/Action  J 

LMiaMfMlv  

Oukletines  for  f^OW  Clearar^ce 

PacIfiCorp  has  concerns  about  locating  utility  ROW 
adjacent  to  existing  fadlilies 

PacIflCorp  recommends  that  the  ElS  and  final  RMP 
Include  guidelines  for  ROW  clearance  For  transmission 
lines  we  recommend  a ROW  width  of  100  feet,  for 
distribution  lines  we  recommend  a ROW  width  of  50  feet 

ROW  Incompatlblttty 

PacMCorp  has  concerns  about  the  placement  of  ROW 
facilities  adjacent  to  each  other  If  any  potential  issues 
with  safety  or  incompatibility  or  resource  conflicts 
have  been  Identified. 

Activities  generally  excluded  from  transmission  (high 
voltage)  utllKy  corridors  Include  mining,  materials 
storage  and  disposal,  range  and  wlldilfe  habitat 
Improvements  Involving  facility  construction,  non- 
linear energy  project  development,  blasting, 
excavation,  and  high  profile  (tall)  facility  development. 

The  RMP  should  include  a specific  provision  stating  that 
ROW  facimies  will  not  be  placed  adjacent  to  each  other  if 
Issues  with  safety  or  Incompatibility  or  resource  conflicts 
are  Identified.  The  Western  Electric  Coordinating  Council 
(WECC),  a regional  coordinating  council  for  western  utility 
groups,  supports  this  provision  It  is  not  always  possible 
for  multiple  electhcal  lines  to  be  located  In  the  same  ROW 
corridor  and  still  maintain  adequate  separation  from  other 
lines  or  utilities  (such  as  gas  pipelines).  All  utilities  must 
be  placed  so  as  to  meet  reliability  and  safety  standards, 
particularly  with  an  eye  toward  reducing  the  risk  of  losing 
all  lines  due  to  a common  disaster  (lighting  strike, 
earthquake,  etc.)  within  a single  corridor.  WECC 
recommends  that  that  Interconnected  transmission 
systems  should  be  planned  to  avoid  excessive  cascading 
outages  with  the  lose  of  any  two-transmisslon  circuits  In  a 
common  corridor 

ROW  incompcrtibiHty 

PacIflCorp  has  concerns  about  the  potential  for 
conflict  and  overlap  when  a new  ROW  Is  added  to  a 
utility  corridor. 

To  avoid  conflicts  and  oveilape.  BLM  should  adopt 
procedures  that  require  all  existing  entitles  to  be  notified 
when  there  are  plans  for  an  applicant  to  Install  a new 
ROW  In  a utility  corridor  to  be  sure  the  uses  do  not  conflict 
wHh  each  other. 

Access  Under  Emergency 
Situations 

In  an  elecbical  emergency  situation,  a utHIty  must  be 
able  to  enter  onto  and  conduct  repairs  or  adjustments 
within  a right-of-way  area  governed  by  a ROW  Grant. 

The  RMP  should  include  the  definition  of  an 
Electrical  Emergency  Condition.  As  defined  in 
PacIflCorp's  ROW  grants  with  the  BLM.  an 
‘Electrical  Emergency  Condition*  Is  a condHIon  or 
situation  that  is  Imminently  likely  to  endanger  life 
or  property  or  that  Is  imminently  likely  to  cause  a 
material  adverse  effect  on  the  security  of.  or 
damage  to,  PacIflCorp's  electrical  system. 

010-5:  Compatibility  of  right-of-ways  is  always  a concern. 
This  type  of  issue  would  be  addressed  in  a site-specific 
analysis,  but  not  in  this  land  use  plan. 


010-6:  Please  see  response  010-5. 

010-7:  By  reguladon,  BLM  does  notify  grant  holders  in 
writing  when  it  receives  an  application  for  a right-of-way. 
More  detailed  informadon  can  be  found  at  43  CFR 
2807.14  Rights-of-Way. 

010-8:  CompadbiUty  of  right-of-ways  is  always  a concern. 
This  type  of  issue  would  be  addressed  in  a site-specific 
analysis,  but  not  in  this  land  use  plan. 


OlO  (Cont.) 


Reference 

Description  of  Issue  I 

Suggested  Revision/Action 

Access 

, It  Is  unclear  whether  a Utilities'  use  of  Off-Highway 
Vehicles  (OHVs)  to  maintain  power  transmission  and 
distribution  lines  is  expressly  authorized  or  otherwise 
officially  approved 

1 

Utilities  must  be  allowed  access  to  inspect  or  repair  Its 
structures  and  facilities  without  vehicle  access  restrictions. 

In  most  situations  this  will  be  accomplished  by  a 4-wheel 
drive  service  truck  or  an  all  terrain  vehicle  (ATV).  If 
repairs  are  necessary,  the  use  of  a high  range  boom  truck 
may  be  required  The  definition  of  administrative  tasks  | 

should  be  expanded  to  Include  power  delivery  operation  i 
and  maintenance  (O&M)  activities  and  Include  emergency  1 
actions  necessary  to  restore  power  i 

Access 

Areas  proposed  for  closure  to  OHV  use  will  prevent 
utilities  from  being  able  to  access  transmission  and 
distribution  lines  and  poles. 

Utilities  must  have  access  to  Its  transmission  and 
distribution  lines  via  mechanized  vehicles  for  routine 
operation  and  maintenance,  emergency  situations  (power 
outages),  and  for  conducting  line  patrols.  Employees 
need  to  be  able  to  do  emergency  work  anywhere  It  Is 
necessary,  at  any  time.  Access  via  over-the-snow 
vehicles  Is  also  necessary  In  the  winter  months.  Off  road 
vehicular  travel  for  “necessary  tasks*  should  be  allowed  in 
all  non-WSAs  for  line  maintenance  and  construction 
purposes. 

' ' d-.  . ■ • " 

Guidelines  for  Protection  of 
Sensitive  Bloiogrcal  Resources 

Timing  and  spatial  stipulations  for  sensitive  biological 
resources  should  be  regarded  as  guidelines  only  and 
not  as  defInHtve  dates  and  distances  A one-size  fits 
all  approach  puts  an  undo  burden  on  the  applicant. 

Although  PadflCorp  understands  the  need  for  developing 
guidelines  to  protect  sensitive  biological  receptors,  site 
and  project  specific  information  must  be  taken  into 
consideration.  The  Agency  should  present  the  conditions 
for  controlling  surface  disturbing  and  disruptive  activities 
as  guidelines,  not  as  mandates. 

010-9:  Expressly  authorized  uses  are  exempted  from  OHV 
restricdons.  The  specific  terms  contained  in  indi\’idual 
right-of-way  grants  would  govern  whether  there  is  an 
exempdon  or  not.  In  the  case  of  utility  rights-of-way,  an 
accompanying  road  right-of-way  (to  provide  for  mainte- 
nance access)  is  generally  requested  and  granted.  Some 
exisdng  right-of-way  grants  may  have  to  be  amended  in 
order  to  authorize  the  OHV  exempdon. 

s 

010-10:  Please  see  response  010-9. 

010-11:  The  mineral  leasing  sdpuladons  are  consistent  with 
BLM  policy.  The  sdpuladons  include  excepdons  and 
waivers  to  allow  for  adapdve  management. 


3 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Responses 


*Goorge  Alderson" 
<george70968ccanca 
St. net > 

04/13/2006  10:03 
AM 


f 

I 


PI 


<ID_CDA_RMP@blm. gov> 


Coniments  on  draft  RMP 


To 

cc 

Subject 


Dear  BLM: 

Please  include  this  message  as  our  comment  on  the  draft  RMP  for  Coeur  d'Alene  Field 
Office.  I (George)  have  visited  this  area,  and  I worked  with  several  colleagues  who  took 
graduate  study  at  the  University  of  Idaho  in  Moscow  and  enjoyed  visiting  Grandmother 
Mountain . 


1 


Our  specific  concern  is  that  the  BLM-managed  part  of  Grandmother  Mountain  roadless  area  is 
suffering  degradation  because  of  uncontrolled  use  by  off-road  vehicles.  Recent  visitors 
have  observed  that  ORVs  are  going  off-trail  and  imposing  impacts  on  unspoiled  terrain. 


If  this  abuse  is  not  halted  by  measures  in  the  new  RMP,  you  will  see  further  deterioration 
leading  to  the  loss  of  important  public  values.  ORVs  in  the  wrong  places  create  excessive 
surface  disturbance  that  results  in  erosion,  gullying,  and  siltation  of  watercourses . 

ORVs  also  disturb  sensitive  species  of  wildlife  and  degrade  the  wildlife  habitat  values  of 
the  land.  They  also  broadcast  noise  that  prevents  other  visitors  from  enjoying  a quiet 
day  in  wild  country.  We  have  seen  this  type  of  impact  in  many  public  land  areas  of  the 
West.  It  should  not  be  allowed  to  ruin  the  resource  values  and  public  enjoyment  of 
Grandmother  Mountain. 


To  resolve  this  problem,  we  urge: 


2 


1.  Bar  ORVs  from  five  trails:  Lookout  Mountain/Widow  Mountain  Trail,  Delaney  Creek 

Trail,  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  and  Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail.  This  will  cut 
down  on  illegal  off-road  incursions,  stop  deterioration  of  the  trails,  and  keep  ORVs  from 
ruining  other  people's  enjoyment. 
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2.  Give  strict  protection  to  wilderness  characteristics  of  Marks  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte. 
If  BLM  is  still  barred  from  establishing  new  wilderness  study  areas,  these  should  be 
Drotected  bv  a comoarable  manaaement  orescriotion  in  the  final  RMP.  (Other  BLM  offices 
have  used  this  approach  to  protect  sensitive  resources  in  a manner  that  complies  with 
Secretary  Norton's  no-wilderness  policy.)  Eventually  these  units  should  be  placed  in  WSA 
or  Wilderness  Inventory  Area  status.  ORVs  should  be  barred  from  these  areas,  as  they  are 
roadless  and  they  support  unique  ecosystems  that  would  be  damaged  by  ORV  impacts. 


Please  keep  us  informed  of  further  action  on  the  Coeur  d'Alene  RMP.  Thank  you  for 
considering  our  views. 


Sincerely, 

George  k Frances  Alderson 
112  Hilton  Avenue 
Baltimore,  MD  21228 
E-mail:  george70966comcast.net 

Tel:  410-788-7096 


"Paul  Allan" 
<pallan996hotmail 
. com> 

04/13/2006  08:50 
AM 


P2 


I D_CD A_RMP6  blm.gov 


Roadless  Areas  Comment 


To 

cc 

Subject 


Dear  BLM: 


I am  writing  to  provide  corrtnent  on  your  development  of  a revised  Resource  Management  Plan 
for  North  Idaho.  I have  personal  experience  with  the  abuses  that  have  occured  In  some  of 
the  designated  Roadless  Areas  and  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 


Grandmother  Mountain  trails.  Including  Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . , Delaney  Creek,  Lost  Lake, 
Little  Lost  Lake,  and  Fish  Creek  trails,  are  used  by  residents  from  local  urban  centers  to 
relax  and  get  a wilderness  experience.  They  are  the  closest  roadless  areas  to  Moscow  and 
surrounding  towns.  Motorized  use  of  these  areas  causes  not  only  major  conflicts,  but 
destruction  of  the  trail  systems.  On  an  early  spring  hike  last  year,  my  wife  and  I 
encountered  numerous  dirt  bike  riders  freely  roaming  the  trails  of  Grandmother  Mountain. 
Snow  was  still  on  many  parts  of  the  trails  and  the  spring  foliage  was  just  beginning  to 
coroe  through  the  moist  soil. 

When  we  pointed  out  the  trails  were  not  for  motorized  vehicles,  the  riders  rudely  informed 
us  that  no  one  ever  said  anything  to  them,  it  wasn't  marked  as  no  motorized  vehicles  from 
the  way  they  entered  the  trail  system,  and  all  "Forest  Service"  land  was  open  for  multiple 
use.  Since  some  of  the  bikers  were  armed  (hunting  in  the  spring?)  we  did  not  pursue  the 
issue  further. 


With  Clarkia  dirt  bike  raceway  just  a short  Istance  from  this  wilderness  area,  the  bikers 
feel  they  can  come  acorss  the  road  and  ride  freely  in  all  the  backcountry.  Protection  for 
this  area,  the  trails  and  the  ecosystems,  needs  to  continue,  be  strenghtened,  and  be 
enforced. 


2 


I would  add  that  Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte  areas  also  deserve  to  be  designated  as 
Wilderness  Study  areas.  They  have  unique  ecosystems  and  should  be  protected  from 
intrusion  by  motorized  vehicles. 


3 


Please  take  these  comments  into  consideration  when  developing  your  plan. 

Stronger  rules  for  roadless  areas  in  North  Idaho  need  to  be  enforced  and  advertised'. 
P.ease  help  keep  our  wilderness  a place  for  solace,  rather  than  conflict. 


Paul  Allan 


Paul  1 . k\ Ian 
524  Sporewood  Z*. . 

ID  83843 
; ';8  88  ‘;  'f*/./. 

na;  , an7'^<i»hotff*ail  .com 


Pl-1:  As  indicated  on  page  1-7,  roadless  area  inventories  and 
wilderness  suitability  determinations  are  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  RMP.  BLM’s  recommendations  on  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  were  forwarded  to  the  President  in  1991. 
Those  recommendations  were  later  forwarded  to  Con- 
gress, and  continue  to  await  Congressional  action.  We 
have  been  directed  by  BLM  Instruction  Memorandum 
No.  2003-275  that  “the  BLM’s  authority  to  conduct  wil- 
derness reviews,  including  the  establishment  of  new 
WSAs,  expired  no  later  than  October  21,  1993,  with  the 
submission  of  the  wilderness  suitability  recommendations 
to  Congress  pursuant  to  Section  603  of  the  FLPMA”  and 
also,  “that  the  BLM  is  without  authority  to  establish  new 
WSAs.”  The  three  BLM  wilderness  study  areas  within 
the  planning  area  were  recommended  non-suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  Elimination  of  allowed  motor- 
ized uses  to  manage  these  non-suitable  WSAs  as  if  they 
were  wilderness  is  inconsistent  with  and  contrary  to  the 
recommendations  before  Congress.  Consequently,  alter- 
natives to  make  “closed”  vehicle  designations  were  con- 
sidered but  not  carried  forward.  The  document  was 
modified  to  make  this  clear. 

The  BLM  does  have  the  responsibility  to  manage  WSAs 
in  accordance  with  BLM  Handbook  H-8550-1,  Interim 
Management  Policy  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review 
(IMP)  until  such  time  as  Congress  acts  to  designate  them 
as  wilderness  or  release  them  from  further  consideration. 
The  basic  interim  management  standard  is  termed  the 
“non-impairment”  standard  and  says  WSAs  shall  be  man- 
aged “in  a manner  so  as  not  to  impair  the  suitability  of 
such  areas  for  preservation  as  wilderness”  (p.  2). 
“Management  to  the  non-impairment  standard  does  not 
mean  that  the  lands  will  be  managed  as  though  they  had 
already  been  designated  as  wilderness”  (p.  5).  The  IMP 
says  with  regard  to  motor  vehicle  use,  “Mechanical  trans- 
port, including  all  motorized  devices  as  well  as  trail  and 
mountain  bikes  may  only  be  allow'ed  on  existing  ways”  (p. 
16).  Also,  “Some  lands  under  wilderness  review  may 
contain  minor  facilities  that  w'ere  found  in  the  wilderness 
inventory"  process  to  be  substantially  unnoticeable.  For 
example,  these  may  include  primitive  vehicle  routes 
(“ways”)  and  livestock  developments.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  IMP  that  requires  such  facilities  to  be  removed  or 
discontinued.  On  the  contrary,  they  may  be  used  and 
maintained  as  before,  as  long  as  this  does  not  cause  new 
impacts  that  w'ould  impair  the  area’s  wilderness  suitabil- 
ity” (p.  12). 

You  are  correct  that  if  uncontrolled,  motor  vehicle  use 
will  cause  surface  disturbances.  If  unchecked,  wilderness 
suitability  could  eventually  be  impaired.  Vehicle  use  in 
the  Grandmother  Mountain  \X'SA  is  limited  to  the 
boundary  roads  and  is  limited  to  2-wheeled  vehicles  on 
designated  trails  where  trails  are  single-track.  The  pro- 
posed action  is  to  continue  this  “limited”  designation. 
ATV  use  of  single-track  trails  is  currently  prohibited  and 
this  prohibition  would  continue.  The  real  issue  is  man- 
agement and  enforcement,  which  should  be  improved. 
To  this  end,  the  proposed  action  w"ould  establish  the 
Widow  Mountain  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
and  include  all  BLM  lands  in  and  around  the  Grand- 
mother Mountain  WSA  (see  Action  RC-D  1.1.1).  Cur- 
rently this  is  an  extensive  management  area  and  receives 
only  custodial  recreation  management. 

(continued  on  the  following  page) 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Responses 

(Continued  from  Previous  Page) 

Pl-l  (Cont.):  An  additional  action  would  expand  the  I.und  Creek  Research  Natural  Area  to  include  Pinchot  Marsh  (Map  55).  Also  see  Action 
RC-Dl.8.1,  specifying  maintenance  of  the  exisdng  semi-primidve  setdng.  In  addition,  note  Acdons  RC-Dl.8.3  and  TM-Dl.1.9  stressing 
coordinadon  of  travel  restrictions  with  the  Forest  Service.  This  is  important  to  solving  current  problems  that  exist  because  the  Forest  Ser- 
vice travel  restriedons  in  the  area  are  less  stringent  and  do  not  match  the  BLM’s. 

PI -2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  Please  see  response  to  Pl-l. 

PI -3:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  Please  see  responses  to  Pl-l  and  05-16. 

P2-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  Please  see  response  to  Pl-l.  Your  comments  mendoned  OHV  damage  specifically  on  Grandmother 
Mountain.  Please  be  aware  that  the  western  pordon  of  the  Grandmother  Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area,  which  includes  Grandmother 
and  Grandfather  Mountains,  was  transferred  by  Congress  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Arkansas- Idaho  Land  Exchange  Act  of  1992. 
BLM  no  longer  has  management  authority  over  this  part  of  the  WSA  and  our  travel  restriedons  do  not  apply  to  the  transferred  western 
pordon. 

P2-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggesdon.  Please  see  response  to  Pl-l. 

P2-3:  Thank  you  for  you  suggesdon.  Please  see  responses  to  04-1  and  05-16. 


N 
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Comments 


Responses 


"DicK  Artley" 
<DActley8connectw 
ireless  >us> 

03/29/2006  05:07 
PM 


P3 


<ID_CDA^RMP0blm . gov> 


Subject 

Public  comments  on  the  Coeur 
d'Alene  Field  Office  management 
plan 


Match  29,  2006 


To:  BLM  Planners 

I am  a retired  Forest  Service  forest  planner.  A major  part  of  my  job  was 

to:  1)  teach  the  NEPA,  2)  do  legal  reviews  on  all  NEPA  documents  written  on  the  Nez  Perce 

National  Forest,  3)  write  NEPA  documents,  and  4)  advise 

people  on  the  NEPA  when  they  had  questions.  I held  this  staff-level  job 
for  16  years.  I know  what  a good  NEPA  document  should  look  like  and  how 
it  should  be  formatted  for  the  public  to  understand. 

While  browsing  the  WEB  I saw  the  URL  for  the  DEIS  for  the  management  plan. 

I read  it  several  times  and  I will  tell  you  this:  it's  the  worst  excuse  for 
a DEIS  I have  ever  read.  It  should  be  studied  in  public  land  management 
education  courses  as  what  not  to  do.  It  really  is  that  bad.  What 
grade  school  did  you  contract  with  to  have  them  write  it? 

Not  only  was  the  NEPA  terrrible,  but  the  land  management  issues  you  address  look  like  they 
considered  by  a child. 

I only  retired  several  years  ago,  but  I'm  still  aware  of  the  largest  threats  to  public 
land  now  and  in  the  future,  (see  below) 

Major  Threat:  Road  construction  (system  or  temporary  ...  it  makes  no 
difference) , 

Threat  #2;  Resource  extraction  (logging,  mining  and  grazing), 

Threat  #3:  Acencies  Ivina  to  the  oublic  with  sweet  soundina 
euphemi sms. 

Threat  #4:  Uncontrolled  ATV  traffic  (including  snowmobiles) , 

Threat  #5:  Noxious  weeds  (although  this  threat  is  not  so  great  as  to 
justify  the  use  of  poison  (a.k.a.  herbicides)  on  MY  public  land. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  Artley 

Richard  Artley 
415  East  North  2nd 
Grangeville,  Idaho  83530 


P3-1:  The  planning  issues  were  derived  from  analysis  of  the 
management  situation  and  comments  received  during 
public  scoping  as  described  on  page  1-3.  More  detailed 
information  on  scoping  and  the  planning  issues  is  avail- 
able on  the  KMP  website  at  www.blm.gov/rmp/id/cda. 


P4 


"Dick  Artley" 

<DArtley0connectw 

ireless.us>  To 

< ID_CDA_RMP0blm . gov> 

04/12/2006  09:27  cc 

PM 

Subject 

North  Idaho  BLM  Plan  revision 
Comments 


April  12,  2006 


Dear  BLM  Planner, 


I am  the  recently  retired  forest  planner  from  the  Nez  Perce  National  Forest 
in  Grangeville  Idaho.  I was  the  coordinator  and  writer/editor  for  the 
first  Nez  Perce  forest  plan  finalized  in  1985.  Until  I retired  in  2003, 

I did  nothing  but  planning,  writing  forest  plan  amendments,  and  was  assigned  to  do  legal 
compliance  checks  of  all  NEPA  documents  produced  on 

the  forest.  I know  planning  and  I know  public  land  issues  very  well. 

A friend  of  mine  from  Moscow  Idaho  recently  informed  me  that  the  BLM  is  revising  their 

Resource  Management  Plan  for  all  public  land  acres  managed 

by  the  BLM  in  northern  Idaho.  She  was  quite  concerned  that  the 

Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless  Area  will  continue  to  be  adversely  affected 

...  and  this  revised  plan  will  do  nothing  to  stop  it.  She  simply  does 

not  trust  the  BLM  to  manage  the  area  right  for  all  298  million  American  owners. 

Her  primary  concern  was  that  the  BLM  has  never  attempted  to  keep  motorized  ORVs  and  ATVs 
from  running  on  trails  intended  for  foot  and  horse  traffic. 

I told  her  that  the  Forest  Service  was  faced  with  the  same  problem.  I 

also  told  her  that  a new  or  revised  plan  was  not  needed  to  control  this  destructive 

traffic . 


P4-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


On  the  Nez  Perce  Forest,  we  adopted  a policy  that  any  and  all  trails  were 
closed  to  motorized  vehicles,  unless  specifically  signed  as  open.  We 
publicized  this  widely.  We  then  took  a large  part  of  our  law  enforcement 
funding  and  dedicated  It  to  enforcing  this  new  policy.  We  made  out  many 

costly  tickets  and  made  a few  ATV  hooligans  quite  angry.  The  great  thing 

about  these  tactics  was  that  they  worked.  Word  got  out  that  riding  ORVs 
or  ATVs  on  anything  but  a toad,  would  cost  the  rider  dearly  on  the  Nez  Perce. 


We  felt  that  this  was  more  very  necessary.  Before  the  new  policy,  the 
Mez  Perce  Forest  had  scores  of  complaints  about: 


1:  horses  that  were  scared  by  the  ATV  noise  and  throwing  the  rider  ...  one  time  sustaining 
serious  injuries. 

2)  hikers  that  had  to  run  off  the  trail  to  keep  from  being  hit  by  ATVs 
driving  at  a high  rate  of  speed.  In  many  cases,  the  riders  were  described 


as  laughing, 

3)  hikers  and  campers  who  entered  the  woods  for  peace  and  quiet. 


however  their  experience 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


P4  (Cont.) 

was  ruined  by  the  scream  of  2-cycle  engines  miles  away. 

We  felt  that  uncontrolled  ATV/ORV  traffic  on  foot  trails  created  a 
potential  legal  liability  problem.  We  had  no  choice  but  to  crack  down 
and  crack  down  hard! 

The  Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless  Area  is  used  by  many  residents  and 
college  students  from  Pullman  and  Moscow.  Not  only  is  it  an  inventoried 

roadless  area,  but  it  is  a Wilderness  Study  area.  Nearly  all  of  these 
people  use  the  roadless  area  in  non-motor ized  ways.  Why  on  earth  would 
you  let  5%  of  the  users  spoil  the  experience  for  the  other  95%. 

P4-2;  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response  to 
Pl-1. 


The  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  states  that  once  an  area  becomes  a wilderness  study  area,  under 

no  circumstances  will  any  activity  be  allowed  to  reduce 

the  wilderness  character  of  the  area.  Since  you  still  allow  ORVs  in 

this  area  to  run  willy-nilly  wherever  their  vehicle  will  go,  the  BLM  is  in  violation  of 

the  Wilderness  Act. 


I was  stunned  to  find  out  that  ALL  foot  trails  inside  the  roadless  area  are 

still  open  to  ORV  use.  Please  let  me  respectfully  say  that  this  is 

either  laziness  or  lack  of  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  BLM.  This  use 

has  become  abuse  as  many  motorized  users  have  chosen  not  to  ride  on  the  trail  system. 


2 


In  your  revised  North  Idaho  Plan  you  MUST  prohibit  ATVs  and  ORVs  from 
operating  in  the  ENTIRE  Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless  Area.  This  is  a 
roadless  area  people!!!!!  Do  you  not  understand  the  written  English 

language.  This  is  a roadless  area  and  ORVs/ATVs  create  road-like  50"  to 
80"  wide  tracks  through  the  forest. 


Sincerely, 


Richard  Artley 

Richard  Artley 
415  East  North  2nd 
Granqeville,  Idaho  83530 


P5 


"Louise  Ashmun" 

<lashmun0hotmail . 

com>  To 

ID_CDA_RMP0blm, gov 

04/13/2006  01:02  cc 

PM 

Subject 

Public  comment  on  Roadless  Area 


As  an  enployee  of  the  USDA-Forest  Service,  I am  well  aware  of  how  difficult  it  is  to 
manage  public  lands  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  people  as  well  as  future  generations,  I 
do  not  normally  wade  into  the  public  fray  over  management  decisions;  however,  some 
unpleasant  personal  experiences  on  the  Grandmother  Mtn.  Trail  System  have  motivated  me  to 
respond. 


1 


My  husband  and  I live  in  Moscow,  ID  and  pursue  non-motorized  outdoor  recreation  as  often 
as  possible.  Last  spring,  we  chose  to  hike  up  at  Grandmother  Mtn.  because  it  is  the  only 
roadless  area  within  easy  access  of  our  hOTie,  We  were  trudging  through  snow,  amazed  at 
its  depth  and  tenacity,  when  we  heard  the  roar.  Six  dirt  bikes  came  over  the  rise  and 
skittered  downhill  through  the  snow  with  little  to  no  control  over  their  progress. 

We  quickly  jumped  off  the  trail  and  pulled  our  dog  with  us — it  was  a close  encounter  that 
we  hadn't  planned  on!  The  folks  on  the  bikes  were  friendly  and  non-threatening,  but  I was 
angry  that  they  were  there.  This  small  trail  system  is  precious  little  of  the  national 
public  land  system  of  the  area.  Most  the  country  side  is  open  to  motorized  vehicles  and 
those  of  us  who  to  prefer  to  walk,  ski,  or  snowshoe  are  rarely  able  to  leave  the  smelly, 
noisy  OHVs  (snow  machines,  ATV's,  dirt  bikes,  etc.)  behind  (not  to  mention  the  threat  of 
being  in  the  line  of  fire  during  the  various  open  hunting  seasons!).  It  seemed  wrong  that 
these  OHVs  are  allowed  in  the  roadless  areas  as  it  violates  the  intention  of  the  rule  if 
not  the  letter  of  the  rule. 


P5-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


I agree  with  the  following  points  as  made  by  the  Friends  of  the  Clearwater: 

1)  Due  to  the  high  use  of  this  region  by  primitive  recreation  enthusiasts,  motorized  use 
causes  a major  conflict 

2)  As  this  is  an  inventoried  roadless  area  and  in  part  a Wilderness  Study  Area  its 
ecological  integrity  may  be  compromised  by  increasing  motorized  abuse 

3)  Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte,  home  to  unique  ecosystems  and  without  road  systems, 
should  be  designated  as  Wilderness  Study  areas 


I am  strongly  advocating  the  Grandmother  Mountain  trails  (Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail, 
Delaney  Creek  Trail,  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail)  be 
closed  to  ORV  use. 


Sincerely, 

Louise  Ashmun 
Louise  E.  Ashmun 

524  Spotswood  Street — Moscow,  ID  83843  — (208)  883-9502  lashmun0hotmall.com 


P5-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response  to 
Pl-1.  Your  comment  letter  mentioned  OHV  damage 
specifically  on  Grandmqther  Mountain.  Please  be  aware 
that  the  western  portion  of  the  Grandmother  Mountain 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  which  includes  Grandmother  and 
Grandfather  Mountains,  was  transferred  bv  Congress  to 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Arkansas-Idaho  Land  Ex- 
change Act  of  1992.  BLM  no  longer  has  management 
authority  over  this  transferred  western  portion  of  the 
WSA  and  our  travel  restrictions  do  not  applv  to  it. 
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..e? 


Comments 


P6 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street. 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4. By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notice:  All  publk  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  cTAlene  Field  Offke  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  CIS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  namr  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  diiclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
statf  this  prominently  at  the  beeinn/ng  of  vow  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print 


Legibly 


Name: 


Affiliation  (if  any):  

j. 


Street  Address: 


City,  State,  Zip: 


Date 


'0<^ 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

//  y^''s 


^ ^ I if r ' — 

€ r€yKC r 41//  xvr / 


// 


RECEIVED 


APS  I HW- 


DUHtAU  Ul  LANUM.'.NHUtHtNI 

Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14, 2006  COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814^^ 


P7 


Public  Comment  Card 


RECEIVED 

APR  0 6 2006 

8MKAU  Of  LAND  MANAGEMEN 
COEUB  D'ALENE  ID  838ia 


i^arr 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notfea:  Alt  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  vou  wfsrt  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  dfsdosur*  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  pleose 
sfore  fftfs  Dfomlnentiv  at  the  begfnnfne  of  vour  wrfffen  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


3 


oerL- 


.^3aS 


Name: 

Affiliahon  (if  any):  'XisMo  ffaS  I »«.,• 

Street  Address:  /(>y70  a/-  \/Ji^ujooct  .A 

City,  State,  Zip: 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

Aoip^g.t>  oOe-eJCt'-l  ^ luiA/t-  c2  ^ UfLa^i 

are£i^  closedi  iv  ■^ep  0J^J2L 

tii  'dL.  u-p  ^-iL.  '^ine.  GrseJ^  q/m 


M 


<t^e. 


Ul0d^  /-^e  g <Xt€.Q^ 

^tA¥eJ,  ui%  IX  •'Uo 

/,k«-  i'm.  «-LLt/ 

'f^,,s.<-KAAX«4  P,L<-  dreeJ: 

Comments  mur.i  he  received  by  April  14,  2006 


Responses 


P6-1;  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


P7-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

P7-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P42-1. 
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Comments 


Responses 


jo  earth 

<showerdishes0yah 

oo.com> 

04/14/2006  01:50 
AM 


P8 


I D_CDA_RMP0  b Im . gov 


To 

cc 


Subject 

grandmother ' s butte,  plnchot  butte, 
and  mark's  butte  roadless  areas 


Due  to  the  high  use  of  this  region  by  primitive  recreation  enthusiasts,  motorized  use 
causes  a major  conflict.  As  this  is  an  inventoried  roadless  area  and  in  part  a Wilderness 
Study  Area  its  ecological  integrity  may  be  comprcHnised  by  increasing  motorized 
abuse. Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte,  home  to  unique  ecosystems  and  without  road  systems, 
should  be  designated  as  Wilderness  Study  areas 


Grandmother  Mountain  trails  that  should  be  closed  to  ORV  use 

Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt.  Trail 
Delaney  Creek  Trail 
Lost  Lake  Trail 
Little  Lost  Lake  Trail 
Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail 

Please  consider  all  this  as  life  on  earth  sort  of  really  seems  to  depend  on  all  these  non- 
human areas.  Thank-you,  Joseph  Bayley 


P9 


Public  Comment  Card 


RECEIVED 

APP  1 k 2006 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83314 


m 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4. By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  qiKloiurt  undtr  the  Freedom  of  Information  Acf.  p/eose 
itate  this  promfnentfv  of  the  beefnn/ng  of  your  written  corresoondenct.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organiiations  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print 


Name 


: Luc 


Legibly 


Affiliation  (If  any): 


Street  Address:  Vo  bux.  Sf. 

City,  State,  Zip:  Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet. 

aJ- lytjpzis  dfsiyt/vW  1rA:i'S 

AlJ.  klip 


or. 


O T ■ 

^ CLsl 4/ol  ^ 


Commenti  muu  he  utthed  by  April  14,  2006 


P8-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response  to 
Pl-1. 


P9-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Comments  Responses 


PIO 

"Fred 

Breckebusch" 

<mlnesysteins@usam  To 

edla . tv>  < ID.CDA_RMP0blm . gov> 

cc 

05/01/2006  03:50 

PM  Subject 

Comments 


Comments  from: 

Fred  W.  Brackebusch,  President 
New  Jersey  Mining  Company 
P.O.  Box  1019 
Kellogg,  ID  83837 


PI  0-1:  Lands  can  be  withdrawn  form  the  mining  laws  at  any 
dme  but  they  remain  subject  to  valid  existing  rights. 


208  783-3331 


1 


On  Map  15  an  area  near  Wallace  Id  is  shown  to  be  closed  to  mining  under  Alt  C and  D.  This 
area  is  probably  held  already  with  unpatented  claims.  How  can  an  area  be  withdrawn  from 
entry  when  it  is  already  staked? 


21  The  large  area  NE  of  St  Maries  that  is  closed  to  mining  probably  has  low  mineral 
I potential,  but  I did  not  read  about  a good  reason  for  withdrawing  it. 


3 


I am  skeptical  about  the  need  to  close  as  many  roads  as  are  being  closed  and  am  concerned 
about  the  effects  of  limited  access  not  only  for  recreational  purposes,  and  the  economic 
effects  thereof,  but  also  for  fire  and  emergency  purposes. 


PI 0-2:  This  is  a WSA  (Crystal  Lake)  which  is  closed  to 
leasing  and  in  most  cases  closed  to  sale,  but  locatable 
mineral  activities  can  occur  if  they  do  not  impair  the  wil- 
derness suitability  (H-8550-1,  Interim  Management  Policy 
for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review). 

PI  0-3:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


"Rob  Briggs" 
<rsb$turbonet . com 


04/13/2006  11:29 
PM 


Pll 


To 

< I D_C D A_RMP 0 b 1 m . g o v> 

cc 

Subject 

Grandmother  Mountain  trails 


iPlease  close  all  Grandmother  Mountain  trails  to  ORV  use.  This  area  is  of  special  value  to 
residents  of  the  Moscow-Pullman  area  seeking  peace  and  quiet  and  the  enjoyment  of  a 
Inatural  setting  that  is  largely  undisturbed. 

While  many  hikers,  cross-country  skiers,  and  other  non-motorized  recreationists  can  enjoy 
this  area  simultaneously  without  compromising  its  integrity,  it  only  takes  one  noisy  ORV 
to  spoil  the  solitude  of  a multi-square-mile  area  and  to  leave  the  environment  scarred  and 
diminished. 

lOBV  use  is  entirely  incompatible  with  an  area  that  contains  a wilderness  study  area  and 
1 unique  ecosystems  on  Mark’s  and  Plnchot  Buttes  that  also  deserve  wilderness  designation. 
■‘‘iPlease  be  good  stewards  of  these  public  resources  and  close  them  to  further  ORV  abuse. 


PI  1-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
toPl-1. 


Sincerely, 

Robert  S.  Briggs 
837  SE  Edge  Knoll  Drive 
Pullman,  WA  99163  USA 
Voice:  509-332-5819 

eMail:  rsbSturbonet .com 
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Comments 


Responses 


1 


P12 

RECEIVED 

APR  1 2 2006 

Public  Comment  Card  bureau  of  land  management 

COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  838U 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  Include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 

Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®'blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)769-5050. 

Privacy  Notica;  Atl  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  vrfll  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  \1  you  wish  to  withhold 
tfour  nome  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  undtr  the  Freedom  of  information  Act,  please 
state  this  prominent/y  at  tht  begfnnlnc  of  your  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  In 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name; 

Affiliation  (if  any):  NorlJT  J?iaP€^r'  c 

Street  Address:  \zl\9  

City,  State,  Zip:  HiKi-a-  tak.c  TJa!^  ju'bSV  Date:  'j ~ 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

7Ve  alt-JUL/’i  €n)OyC(L  < 75 


/ 

Or\  all  '~Trci;ls  l^ic n iKc 

Piflc  C Cetk.  Cfcglc  , ku.lnt,ia 


7 7 7 

Highland.  rreeL,'y~o  /TTe  grc«a/>ic 

ottnTcy , all  1^4  ■fxTreci^  OipsTTcc,!  S IKaT~ 

777  ^ - 


Lr>r  /nhtaJ 


Comments  must  be  received  Av  April  14,  2006 


P13 


grundy 

<grundyGturbonet . 

com>  To 

ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov 

04/14/2006  08:28  cc 

AM 

Subject 

Grandfather  Mountain  Trails 


PI 2-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Good  morning. 


1 


I understand  that  you  are  considering  trail  usage  in  the  Grandfather  Mt  area.  I 
less  against  letting  ATVs  and  other  motorized  vehicles  destroy  our  wilderness. 
Specifically  the  following  trails  should  be  off  limits  to  motorized  vehicles. 


am  more 


or 


Lookout  Mt/Widow  Mt . 
Fish  Lake 
Lost  Lake 
Little  Lost  Lake 


PI 3-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  Please  see  response  to 
Pl-1. 


Thank  you. 

Bill  Caldwell 

1091  Saddle  Ridge  Road 

Moscow  Idaho  83843 
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Comments 


P14 


Public  Comment  Card 


RECEIVED 

APR  1 2 2006 


BUREAU  OF  land  MANAGEMENT 
COEUfl  D’ALENE  !D  83814 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  8LM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP.  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E*mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Prlv»cy  Notice:  AH  public  comments,  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  wilt  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Fteld  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  11  you  wish  to  withhold 
youf  namt  or  strttt  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  otease 
store  this  prominently  of  the  beeinnfne  of  your  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  arxJ  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  6fiAQ  

Affiliation  (if  any):  


Street  Address:  10^7  TCfFT  -ST 


City,  State,  Zip:  COPUACUi  )AT 


Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.’ 


\jje  hAci  A 

C(l^{ 

Able 

-Pifv^e 

PI 4-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

_£tli 4rfii  U 

1 J U 
r ry 



Comments  must  be  received  bv  April  14.  2006 


P15 


Q£;  UJ 


UJ  % 


5 A3, 


e 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  vou  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  profninentlv  at  (he  beginning  of  vour  wrfrfen  cotresoondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  wilt  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


Naitie:  ^ 


Affiliation  (if  arV 


street  Address:  y hr.,  , 

City,  State,  Zip;  Date:  hIsIl 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  pr  a separate  sheet.) 

- 

CYin_ 


RECEIVED 


APR  1 I 2006 


WflEAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
OOCUniMAtCMCID  M»M 


Responses 


PI  5-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 
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Comments 


Wildspirit9990aol 
. com 

04/13/2006  10:07 
AM 


P16 


lD_CDA_RMP0blm.gov 
Wlldspir lt9990aol . com 
RMP  Public  Comment 


To 

cc 

Subject 


Responses 


April  13,  2006 

Resource  Management  Plan 
Coeur  d*  Alene  Field  Office 
1808  N.  Third  Street 
Coeur  d'  Alene,  ID  83814 

This  is  comment  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  as  identified  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Coeur  d* 

Alene  Field  Office,  Northern  Idaho. 

COTunents: 

I am  a citizen  taxpayer  and  member  of  the  general  public. 

I wish  to  provide  input  for  the  millions  of  us  citizen  taxpayers  and  members  of  the 
general  public  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles,  but  do  not  know  of  this  RMP.  It 
was  only  by  accident  that  I was  informed  of  this  RMP  in  process.  I only  wish  I could  give 
you  names  and  addresses  for  all  the  people  that  would  like  to  comment  in  a manner  similar 
to  me  if  they  were  aware  of  this  and  given  a real  comment  opportunity. 

I,  and  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles,  endorse  trails  and  the 
responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people.  I believe  I have  some  familiarity  with  some 
of  the  trails  that  are  currently  being  discussed.  However,  I place  my  comment  concerning 
any  trail  and  for  all  trails  that  could  be,  but  aren't  or  trails  that  no  longer  are. 

I am  only  familiar  with  seven  trails  in  the  area  that  I understand  are  being  considered. 


Palisides  Mine  Road 
Twin  Craig’s 
Labour  Creek 
Westfork  Pine  Creek 
Middlefork  Pine  Creek 
Highland  Creek 
Pine  Point 

Millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  endorse  trails  and  support  the 
responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people,  my  comments  are: 

There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized 
trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people-  We  endorse  the  continuing  use 
of  the  above  trails  for  responsible  motorized  use. 


P16  (Cont.) 

We,  and  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles,  endorse  trails  and  the 
responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people,  think  it  is  irresponsible  for  government,  by 
the  people,  of  the  people  and  for  the  people  and  that  are  charged  with  proper  management 
of  public  lands  and  being  supported  by  taxpayer  money  to  manage  those  lands  irresponsibly . 

There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized 
trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people  and  there  are  more  people 
joining  our  ranks  daily. 
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The  population  of  our  country  is  growing  daily.  There  are  thousands  of  miles  of  new 
roadways  being  built  annually.  These  roads  are  for  all  citizens  to  use  motorized  vehicles 
on.  Too  much  use  of  these  roadways  results  in  the  degradation  of  such  roadways  and 
usually  results  in  additional  roadways  to  meet  the  additional  demand  of  more  use. 
Governmental  roadway  managers  are  charged  with  providing  additional  roadways;  to  do 
otherwise  is  poor  roadway  management  (negligence/misfeasance)  at  best  and  gross  negligence 
(malfeasance)  at  worst. 


There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized 
trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people  and  there  are  more  people 
joining  our  ranks  daily.  Maintaining  the  same  number  of  motorized  trails  means  more  and 
more  use  of  the  trails  as  a natural  consequence  of  more  and  more  4x4  motorized  vehicles. 


Additional  motorized  trails  and  new  motorized  trails  are  required  to  maintain  a balance  of 
the  trails  and  prevent  degradation.  There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4 
motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands 
for  people  and  there  are  more  people  joining  our  ranks  daily.  Are  area  land  managers  that 
do  not  promote  motorized  trail  growth  negligent  and  committing  misfeasance  by  definition? 


Elimination  of  motorized  trail  miles  or  elimination  of  motorized  trails  with  more  and  more 
users  means  more  and  more  use  of  those  trails.  There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail 

34x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public 
lands  for  people  and  there  are  more  people  joining  our  ranks  daily.  Motorized  trail  loss 
is  critical  and  can  cause  degradation  to  existing  trails.  Are  area  land  managers  that 
allow  loss  of  motorized  trails  and  do  not  promote  additional  trails  and  do  not  promote 
motorized  trail  growth  grossly  negligent  and  committing  malfeasance  by  definition? 

The  population  of  our  country  is  growing  daily.  There  are  thousands  of  miles  of  new 
roadway  being  built  annually.  These  roads  are  for  all  citizens  to  use  motorized  vehicles 
on.  There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse 
motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people  and  there  are  more 
people  joining  our  ranks  daily.  Motorized  trail  loss  is  critical  and  can  cause 
degradation  to  existing  trails.  Additionally,  aside  from  negligence,  misfeasance,  and 
malfeasance,  is  the  failure  for  land  managers  to  provide  additional  motorized  trail 
mileage  and  trails  adequate  to  prevent  degradation  of  motorized  trails  illegal? 

The  Equal  Protection  Clause  of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the  United  States  Constitution 
provides,  "No  state  shall  ...  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws."  This  clause  requires  land  users  who  are  similarly  situated  to  be 
similarly  treated  (except  where  treating  them  differently  can  be  justified) . 
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There  are  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  we  endorse  motorized 
trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people  and  there  are  more  people 
joining  our  ranks  daily.  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  individual 
States,  are  the  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  and  endorse 
motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands  for  people  of  which  there  are 
more  people  joining  our  ranks  daily  entitled  to  Equal  Protection? 


I am  only  familiar  with  the  seven  trails  in  the  area  listed  below  that  I understand  are 
currently  being  considered  in  the  RMP.  However,  by  my  knowledge,  the  millions  of  us  whom 
have  trail  4x4  motorized  vehicles  that  endorse  motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of 
public  lands  for  people  and  the  more  people  joining  our  ranks  dally  should  be  considered 
to  similarly  comment. 


P I 6-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  The  proposed  action 
would  establish  a “limited”  travel  designation  on  most 
BLM  land  (Action  TM-Dl.1.1).  To  implement  this  RMP 
allocation,  motor  vehicle  use  would  be  restricted  to  cer- 
tain designated  routes.  Use  of  some  routes  would  be 
further  restricted  by  season  of  use  or  class  of  vehicle. 
Implementation  decisions  to  establish  a network  of  desig- 
nated vehicle  routes  were  also  made  in  the  RMP.  Please 
refer  to  Maps  37-40.  In  the  Pine  Creek  area  the  Middle 
Fork  Pine  Creek  route  is  open  and  managed  for  4VCT) 
activities  (See  Recreation  Management  Action  RC- 
D 1.5.7).  Additional  roads  in  the  area  are  also  designated 
as  travel  routes.  The  Palisades  Mine  route  remains  closed 
because  the  BLM  continues  to  have  safety  concerns  with 
it.  The  Calusa  Creek  Road  remains  closed  because  the 
lower  end  is  washed  out  and  use  in  its  current  condition  is 
a water  quality/  sedimentation  concern.  In  accordance 
with  Recreation  Management  Action  RC-Dl.5.6  the  BLM 
win  work  towards  designing  an  interconnected  recreation 
road  and  trail  network  in  the  area.  Adjustments  to  the 
designated  transportation  network  can  be  made  over  time 
in  accordance  with  Action  TM-Dl.1.8  as  conditions 
change  and  easements  are  acquired. 


PI  6-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


PI 6-3:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


PI  6-4:  Ever)'one  is 
proposed  RMP. 


entitled  to  equal  protection  under  the 
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Min«  Ro«d 
Twin  Cralg'5 
L«tour  Creek 
Ne^efork  Pine  Creek 
Mlddlefork  Pine  Creek 
Highland  Creek 
Pine  Point 


This  is  comment  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  as  Identified  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Coeur  d* 

Alene  Field  Office,  Northern  Idaho. 


We,  the  people,  demand  that  the  above  listed  trails  and  all  others  that  may  lay  within  the 
province  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM) , be  properly  considered  under  good  land  management  for  suitability  for 
continuing  and  expanded  use  as  motorized  trails. 
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Further,  petition  is  hereby  made  for  additional  motorized  trails  and  trail  miles  of  like 
quality  and  similar  difficulty  as  well  as  increased  difficulty  to  provide  an  adequate 
trail  system  to  meet  the  trail  use  needs  of  the  millions  of  us  whom  have  trail  4x4 
motorized  vehicles  that  endorse  motorized  trails  and  the  responsible  use  of  public  lands 
for  people  and  for  the  people  joining  our  ranks  daily. 


Thank  you  for  your  efforts  in  behalf  of  good  land  management  and  increase  of  motorized 
trail  access  to  our  public  lands. 


PI 6-5:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
PI  6-6:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


Forrest  Dexter  i 

in  behalf  of  the  millions  & 

for  the  future 

P.0,  Box  810 

Veradale,  WA  99037 
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P17 


Public  Comment  Card 


received 

APP  1 2006 


flUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAQEWENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 


Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  In  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notic*:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  (o  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
Stott  this  prominently  of  the  beg/nn/ne  of  vour  written  correspondenct.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  O^uc-  r- /9 /-/ 

Affiliation  (if  any):  V /O^tUc.  i n 

Street  Address:  ^3/  iJd  ^ ^ ' 

City,  State,  Zip:  /i  0 f 0.*^ 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 


/y\/ AJtt  To 


Zg.  e/>£  4LrciL^/y.  1 

ri/'  T}  K><es 


( ommenti  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


PI  7-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 
P16-1. 
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Comments 
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Responses 


>-Lt/Ty  ^ A^o  u^/- 

/.oS^/U9.  /icoAtuxe. 

n^e.  -rzjt/  fOeLOj  iS/o,~/j  ^^  /), 


*e/o>  / 


^-ykt 


^ 7^«=> 

r:;^:/7p9^'^ /Us. 


(fold  here) 


Return  Address: 

/)fy'uir 

/jy  gj  6 H'C> 


SPOKANE  VVA 
12  AH'K  200t>  PM  1 T 


BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office 
ATTN:  RMP 
1808  N.  Third  Street 


Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  8^^ 
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Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  lD_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  vou  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  oddresi  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  /nformoffon  Act,  pleas* 
note  fh/5  prominently  at  fhe  beginning  of  your  wriffer?  corrfspor)dfr)ce.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


,ca 


Please  Print 


Name: 


'h)^\  brgcj 


Legibly 


Affiliation  (if  any):  

Street  Address:  4kl0  w .[AJoon.a/ys 


City,  state,  Zip:  ' AUaAL , Zb  Date: 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

jI  locuu^  THe- 

P(Ajfe 

RECEIVED 

APR  1 I 2006 

bureau  OF  LAND  MANAGEMEN’ 

COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  8331A 

Comments  must  be  received  by  .dprll  14,  2006 


PI  8-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


PI  8-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  resptmse 
P16-1. 

PI 8-3:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
PI  6-1. 
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Comments 


Responses 


P19 

Brenda  Guettler 
<bguett lerGyahoo. 

com>  Xo 

ID_CDA_RMP3blm.gov 

04/14/2006  07:38  cc 

AM 

Subject 

roadless  areas  comment 


£ 


I am  writing  this  email  today  for  several  reasons. 

First,  I would  like  to  thank  you  all  for  aiming  to  protect  and  retain  the  health  of  our 
public  lands. 

I *d  also  like  to  thank  you  for  accepting  comments  on  issues  that  affect  us  all. 

I feel  strongly  that  our  roadless  areas  be  protected  and  their  integrity  be  maintained. 
This  is  only  possible  when  motorized  vehicles  stay  on  the  trails  they  are  allowed  on. 
Enforcement  of  this  is  vital  to  maintaining  healthy  ecosystems. 
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I especially  feel  that  the  following  five  trails  on  Grandmother  Mountian  should  be  off 
limits  to  ORVs 

1. )  Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail 

2. )  Delaney  Creek  Trail 

3. )  Lost  Lake  Trail 

4. )  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail 

5. )  Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail 


PI 9-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1. 


In  addition,  I feel  strongly  that  Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte,  home  to  unique 
ecosystems  and  without  road  systems,  should  be  designated  as  Wilderness  Study  areas. 

Entering  roadless  areas  is  a uniques  and  rare  opportunity.  These  areas  demand  our 
protection . 


Thank  you  for  taking  these  comments  into  consideration,  Brenda  Guettler 
313  S.  Main 
Moscow,  ID  83843 
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Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting:  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notice:  AU  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  /f  you  wish  to  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  thh  prominently  at  the  bevfnninv  of  vour  written  correspondenct.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  AU  submissions  from  organfiations  and  businesses,  ar>d  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
thek  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  


Affiliation  (if  any): 


Street  Address:  t 

city,  State,  Zip:  Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

Morgan  Z/s-h>  < S fttu  , 

IS  y/fes  oc'ct  AAiT)  Lovil^  rA<- 


tn 


T>ljiA6iZ-  op/t-eS  TO  earns 

rp/t.  /4/e^ 





Commenti  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P20-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Comments  Responses 


P21 

David  Hall 
<deh$moscow . com> 

To 

04/14/2006  10:50  ID_CDA_RMPl3blm.gov 

AM  cc 

Subject 

Resource  Management  Plan  Revision, 
North  Idaho 


ID_CDA_RMP0blro . gov 

Re:  Resource  Management  Plan  Revision,  North  Idaho 

Grandmother  Mountain  is  the  closest  roadless  area  to  Moscow.  Many  residents  of  Moscow  and 
the  Palouse  in  general,  including  students  from  the  University  of  Idaho  and  Washington 
State  University,  use  this  area  to  pick  huckleberries,  seek  solace,  snowshoe,  cross- 
country ski,  day  hike,  and  backpack. 

The  trails  within  the  Grandmother  Mountain  roadless  area  are  open  to  ORV  use.  This  use  has 
become  abuse  as  many  motorized  users  have  chosen  not  to  stick  to  the  trail  system.  It 
would  be  great  to  have  the  trails  in  this  area  closed  to  motorized  use.  Due  to  the  high 
use  of  this  region  by  primitive  recreation  enthusiasts,  motorized  use  causes  a major 
conflict. 

As  it  is  the  closest  roadless  area  to  a relatively  large  population  center,  its  peaceful 
attributes  should  be  maintained. 
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In  addition,  Mark’s  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte  Roadless  Area  should  be  proposed  for 
Wilderness  Study  Area  designation.  Pinchot  Butte  is  home  to  a unique  peat  bog  ecosystem. 


This  area  is  in  large  part  designated  as  a Wilderness  Study  Area,  thus  should  be 
maintained  as  nearly  as  wilderness  as  is  practical.  As  this  is  an  inventoried  roadless 
area  and  in  part  a Wilderness  Study  Area  its  ecological  integrity  may  be  compromised  by 
increasing  motorized  abuse 

And,  as  motorized  abuse  is  being  reported,  clearly  motorized  use  at  Grandmother  Mountain 
is  not  being  adequately  controlled. 

Please  prohibit  motorized  use  on  1)  Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail,  2)  Delaney  Creek  Trail, 
3)  Lost  Lake  Trail,  4)  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  and  5)  Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail. 


P21-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  responses 
Pl-1  and  05-16. 


David  Hall 
1334  Wallen  Road 
Moscow,  ID  83843 

April  14, 

2006 


1 


P22 

Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notic*:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  ElS.  d vou  wish  to  withhold 
vouf  name  or  street  oddrtis  from  public  review  or  from  diicioiurt  undtr  the  Frftdom  of  Informotlon  Act,  please 
state  this  promlnenttv  at  the  beginning  of  vour  written  correspondence.  The  8LM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  taw.  All  submissions  from  organitations  ar>d  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print  Legibly 


Name:  ^ Avi\  i-fA  U 


Affiliation  (if  any): 


Street  Address:  Af 5^  Pkujy  P/C 


City,  State,  Zip:  uS-  "f  fCCf-l 


Date:  ^ 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

o.  // 


r omments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


DECEIVED 


APRl  1 2006 


BUDEAUOFlAHDMAkilQENEflT 

COfUR  D'ALENE  ID  6Mf4 


S 


P22-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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i-J  -.-Si 

iti  '-•si 


P23 


RECEIVED 


APR  1 1 2006 

Public  Comment  Card  kjreauoflandmanagemen- 

COEUR  D'ALENE  10  83814 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  Include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  1-4,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLMCoeur  d’Alene  Field  Office.  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene.  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notic*:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  revww  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  H you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  oddrea  from  public  review  or  from  diictosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  pleose 
ifote  this  prominently  at  the  beeinn/ng  of  your  writien  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organkations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


1 


Name: 


jM. 


Affiliation  (if  any):  L^r^(  <^(  c <-iT  i’iu 

Street  Address;  /9*^ 


City,  State,  Zip; 


Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

'jo  c/k  i/tM.  C.fc'iT  y 


Cf  t\/r\y  y<€.*  t 

r^/y  cY^cAf  , Vi'jsu 


yc'‘4.(  '*1-'*'^  tf*/*  Cyi  ft  1 -An' 

fct-f-'t/t  Y CU>- 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P24 


RECEIVED 

APR  1 4 2006 


P23-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


April  13,  2006 

Resource  Management  Plan 
Coeur  d'  Alene  Field  Office 
1 808  N.  Third  Street 
Coeur  d'  Alene,  ID  83814 
(208)  769-5050  facsimile 

RE;  BLM  Resource  Management  Plan 

I have  been  told  that  the  BLM  is  considering  or  discussing  closing  the  following  trails- 
Palisides  Mine  Road,  Twin  Craig's,  Latour  Creek,  Westfork  Pine  Creek,  Middlefork  Pine 
Creek,  Highland  Creek,  Pine  Point. 

I am  a taxpaying  member  of  the  public.  The  public  population  is  increasing.  We  need 
more  trails  of  all  types,  especially  of  the  caliber  of  the  above  listed  trails,  not  less. 

I am  confused.  At  a time  when  there  are  not  enough  motorized  trails  the  government  is 
considering  closing  more?  Is  the  intent  to  close  enough  to  overwork  the  trails  left,  so 
they  can  all  become  closed?  Will  we  then  need  more  BLM  employees  to  look  over  the 
land  no  one  uses?  I am  confused? 

All  those  trails  are  necessary  to  even  think  about  providing  a decent  trail  system  in  the 
Coeur  d'  Alene  area.  All  the  trails  everywhere,  and  including  this  area,  are  in  jeopardy  of 
closure;  some  I understand  due  to  overuse.  It  makes  no  sense  to  close  those  listed  to 
make  matters  worse. 


P24-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 


Debra  Houston 

5202  Spirit  Lake  Cutoff  Road 

Spirit  Lake,  ID  83869 
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Comments 


Responses 


P25 

Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 

comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006.  RECEIVED 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways:  APR  1 1 2006 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or  MANAGEMENT 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP, 

Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  IO_CDA^RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


PfivAcy  Nolle*:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  tIS.  If  vou  wfs/>  to  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  address  from  oubUc  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  pleas* 
itate  this  prominently  at  the  beginning  of  your  wrlffen  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifyirtg 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Pleuse  Print 


Legibly 


NJ 


Name: 

Affiliation  (if  any): 

Street  Address:  7 ^ \ 

City,  State,  Zip:  Date:  ^-g-afe 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

p'PlrJiGrssS 

6~P  Ml'pDc-'F  r-(ylZkL  rr^ 

tfklmirr/=r\)^.  ^ thAhH)  /S  A- 

Po)9cE.  TO  'ryz-zi/c^  T^iyiZ. 

V//  O'P^W.  Alc. 

/ a/  iM-(Aft) ~~7~ // /Im !C  ^ ' 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 

P26 


"Holly  Jaleslci" 

<admin0aeaassoc . c 

om>  To 

<scott_pavey@blm. gov> 

03/13/2006  12:55  cc 

PM 

Subject 

coiranents  on  RMP  draft 


I am  on  the  BLM  Resource  Advisory  Council,  serving  the  Public-at-large. 

My  comments  are  as  follows: 

ill).  Alternate  D is  a pretty  good  alternate,  though  I would  like  to  see  less  logging, 

I though  I understand  there  are  many  areas  which  really  have  too  many  trees. 

2).  I live  near  the  Wallace  Wildlife  Conservation  area,  and  if  other  BLM 
areas  are  treated  like  that  area,  then  you  guys  are  doing  a great  job. 

There  is  a wide  variety  of  wildlife  (cougar,  bear,  moose,  elk,  bobcat,  and  pileated 

2 woodpecker)  just  to  name  a few.  And  the  forest  seems  to  be  very  healthy,  and  not  many 
noxious  weeds  even  though  logging  has  occurred  there. 

If  I am  reading  the  FIMP  correctly  there  is  some  logging  proposed  there,  but  it  really  does 
not  need  it.  There  are  big  healthy  trees,  and  not  too  much  dead  wood  on  the  ground.  So 
my  suggestion  would  be  to  leave  that  area  alone  for  the  next  15  years,  and  let  it  continue 
as  it  is. 


3 


3).  I would  also  like  to  see  some  licensing  requirements  put  in  place  for  ATV's,  since  it 
is  the  areas  where  they  are  allowed  that  has  the  biggest  noxious  weed  problems.  The 
licensing  monies  should  be  directed  towards  the  noxious  weed  fund.  I know  that  will  be 
hard  to  enforce,  but  maybe  the  majority  would  be  OK  with  the  fee  if  it  was  not 
unreasonably  high  and  they  knew  it  was  going  to  help  combat  the  noxious  weed  problem. 


4j  You  guys  put  on  great  presentations,  and  I think  you  have  done  a great  job,  taking  into 
1 consideration  all  the  different  needs  of  the  people  who  use  BLM  land. 


Thank  you. 


Holly  Jaleski 

5051  Wolf  Lodge  Terrace,  Coeur  d'  Alene,  ID  83814 
208-665-5888 


P25-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


P26-1;  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

P26-2:  Future  management  actions  in  this  area  could  address 
both  of  these  issues.  Forest  treatments  are  proposed  at 
various  locations  throughout  the  CDAFO  during  the  next 
15-20  years.  Once  the  exact  location  of  these  treatments 
is  determined,  project-level  environmental  re\-iew  vcill 
occur  and  will  take  into  consideration  the  condition  of 
each  proposed  treatment  area  in  terms  of  habitat  value, 
presence  of  old-growth  stands,  water  quality,  fuels  and 
fire  potential,  and  proximity  to  other  sensitive  resources. 

Under  all  alternatives  forest  vegetation  treatments  are 
allowed  in  the  WaUace  L.  Forest  Conser\'ation  Area. 
Much  of  this  area  was  adversely  impacted  by  the  1996  ice 
storm  and  bark  beede  infestations  that  followed.  In  areas 
where  shade  tolerant  trees  dominate,  root  rot  disease  is 
widespread.  This  area  would  also  be  part  of  the  Coeur 
d’Alene  Lake  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SRMA)  and  would  be  designated  as  visual  resource 
management  (VRM)  Class  II  under  all  alternatives.  Anv 
treatment  would  have  special  restrictions  in  order  to  com- 
ply with  SRMA  and  VRM  management  direction. 

P26-3:  Establishing  a federal  licensing  and  registration  pro- 
gram was  suggested  during  development  of  the  BLM 
2001  National  Management  Strategv’  for  Motorized 
Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use  on  Public  l.ands.  Such  a strat- 
egy was  rejected  since  it  w'ould  “constitute  a significant 
departure  from  existing  federal  policy  which  defers  such 
regulator)’  matters  to  state  and  local  agencies”  (pg.  9). 


P26-4:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Comments 


P27 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EiS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office.  ATTN:  RMP.  1808  N.  Third  Street. 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E*mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Nottc#:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  <fAler>e  Field  Office  ar»d  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  pubfic  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  prominently  at  the  beglrsn/ne  of  your  written  corresoondfnce.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


Name: 


^dituS 


Affiliation  (if  any):  

Street  Address: 


City,  State,  Zip: 


^)  \lirk‘i 


: Mviml  lt\  Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

LOOultl  ^j>  "iP  Si D V/vf  ./^.A/  qdhdocj 


Wo  pAA.U(C  iUU.  JfT] 

^ )^^/A  V/i 


H ljAmI 


(hlLhLTi  Qjid ^UJj>  Adh  yh 

iJ  tjjiif' B/i  V/(i 


RECEIVED 


APR  1 1 2006 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


BUIICMI  OF  lAND  MANAGEMENT 

^ew  


etCTB'*lgltf  w 8WH 


P28 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  Information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notic«:  All  public  commenu.  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d"Alerte  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
)^)uf  name  or  street  address  from  pvbllc  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  lnformt^fif>f} 
sfofe  this  prominently  at  the  beeinnine  of  vour  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requesu  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  In 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


Name: 


Affiliation  (if  any): 

Street  Address: 


City,  State,  Zip:  v_/^rfI)£LVVv  Date:  ^ 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

T UC>ULb  kT/IB  TO  T//£ 


G-^oo/oh  09BtJ  TO 


THc  Til  AX  L 


fuAJ 


RECEIVED 


APR  1 44006 


.HaciiinPUKD  MANAOEMENT 


COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83BM 


Comments  must  he  received  by  April  14,  2006 


Responses 


P27-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


P28-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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P29 


Responses 


JOHNNY  KLETKE 
< John_kletke0yaho 
o.com> 

ID_CDA_RMP0blm . gov 

02/23/2006  11:14 
AM 

MANAGEMENT 


To 

CC 

Subject 


1 

2 

3 


I have  watched  with  interest  on  the  managment  of  land  in  northern  Nevada  and  Southern 
Idaho.  The  areas  have  been  destroyed  by  the  lack  of  good  sound  management.  Junipers  are 
taking  over  many  areas  and  everythings  dies.  The  area  owned  by  ranching  are  in  much 
better  condition  then  BLM  property. 

I see  BLM  land  being  managed  for  the  benefit  of  a few  environmental  people  and  not  the 
general  population.  More  access  should  be  provided  to  those  areas  for  use  by  the  general 
public.  Having  spent  ten  years  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  I beleive  that  bioligists  input 
should  be  decreased  since  they  have  formal  education  but  no  on  the  ground  experience. 

Sincerely 


John 


P29-1:  Alternative  D has  been  created  to  provide  access  for 
as  wide  a variety  of  users  as  possible  and  as  diverse  a 
resource  base  as  possible  while  protecting  resources  for 
future  benefit.  The  DUMP  includes  measures  to  allow  for 
commodity  uses  such  as  timber  harvest  and  mining,  di- 
verse recreational  opportunities  such  as  OHV  use  and 
backcountry  hiking,  maintenance  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat,  and  protection  of  physical  resources  such  as  wa- 
ter, soil,  and  vegetation  that  benefit  all  citizens. 


P29-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

P29-3:  The  BLM  wildlife  biologist  assigned  to  the  planning 
team  has  32  years  of  experience  in  different  field  offices 
of  which  15  years  have  been  in  northern  Idaho.  The 
BLM  fisheries  biologist  assigned  to  the  planning  team  has 
12  years  of  experience.  The  BLM  botanist  assigned  to  the 
planning  team  has  16  years  of  experience. 


P30 


Roger  Korus 
<r korus0u Idaho. ed 

u>  To 

ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov 

04/13/2006  09:18  cc 

AM 

Subject 

Grandmother  Mountain  Area 


Dear  BLM, 

I have  visited  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area  many  times  during  my  27  years  in  Moscow.  I 
enjoying  hiking  and  camping  in  the  area.  Unfortunately,  off  road  vehicle  use  has  worsened 
the  experience.  I request  that  you  do  your  best  to  eliminate  ORV  use  within  the  roadless 
area.  The  trails  should  be  reserved  for  hiking  and  perhaps  mountain  biking. 

I especially  request  that  the  trails:  Fish  Lake  Trail,  Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail, 

Delaney  Creek  Trail,  Lost  Lake  Trail,  and  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail  be  closed  to  ORV  usage. 
This  is  the  roost  convenient  roadless  area  near  Moscow  and  should  be  better  protected. 

Thanks  for  your  attention,  Roger 

Roger  Korus 
1038  Virginia 
Moscow,  Idaho  83843 


P30-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion, 
to  Pl-1  and  05-16. 


Please  see  responses 
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Comments 

P31 


Responses 


"Russel  J.  Leahy" 

<r j l^ruenyeager .c 

om>  Xo 

<ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov> 

01/18/2006  02:57  cc 

PM 

Subject 

Draft  Resource  Management  Plan 


1 

2 

3 


To  whom  it  may  concern, 

I have  recently  read  portions  of  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  am 
sc*newhat  disturbed  by  the  alternatives  proposed.  Under  each  alternative,  the  first 
highlighted  point  mentions  how  to  handle  the  traveling  public  on  BLM  land.  As  this 
appears  as  the  first  point  under  each  alternative,  it  must  be  the  primary  reason  for 
drafting  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan.  It  can  be  easily  seen  that  none  of  the 
alternatives  proposed  include  increasing  the  amount  of  area  for  use  by  the  traveling 
public.  And  by  traveling  public,  I mean  the  taxpaying  OHV  users. 

How  could  the  plan  not  include  an  alternative  to  increase  access  to  these  users  when  the 
intended  purpose  of  government  land  is  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  taxpayers?  To  me 
it  appears  that  this  alternative  was  blatantly  disregarded. 

If  one  were  to  be  confined  to  the  four  narrow  choices  provided  in  the  RMP,  my 
recoirmendation  would  have  to  be  for  Alternative  A.  Why  is  there  an  RMP  to  begin  with? 
Judging  from  reading  the  report,  it  would  seem  you  would  have  to  define  the  problem  in 
order  to  have  a reason  to  change  the  existing  management  plan!  The  other  alternatives 
proposed  are  simply  not  an  option.  Each  one  requires  the  succession  of  more  land  for 
preservation  and  less  for  taxpayer  recreation.  At  what  point  does  this  constant  erosion 
of  our  access  end?  Dare  I say  when  the  taxpayers  are  not  allowed  access  to  land  anymore? 
Please  choose  alternative  A or  revisit  the  RMP  and  include  an  alternative  for  increased 
access . 


P31-1:  Alternative  A would  provide  extensive  access  for  on- 
and  off-road  travel  (65%  of  the  FO  would  remain  open 
to  off-road  travel).  However,  when  considering  how  best 
to  manage  all  other  resources,  including  many  that  are 
direedy  or  indirectly  affected  by  motorized  travel,  a bal- 
ance was  reached  that  will  sdU  allow  for  extensive  motor- 
ized travel  and  at  the  same  time  allow  for  maintenance  of 
other  types  of  resources. 

P31-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

P31-3:  The  purpose  and  need  for  the  RMP  are  described  in 
Section  1.2.  Impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  recreational 
opportunities  are  described  in  Chapter  4. 


Thanks, 


Russell  J.  Leahy,  P.E. 

Ruen-Yeager  & Associates,  Inc. 

3201  North  Huetter  Road,  Suite  102 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 
Phone:  (208)292-0820 

Cell:  (208)818-6634 

Fax:  (208)292-0821 


P32 


RECEIVED 

APR  1 2 2006 

Public  Comment  Card  bureau  of  land  management 

COEUR  D’ALENE  ID  83814 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

I.Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting:  or 


1 


2.  By  US  Mall  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@btm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  liscluding  names  ar»d  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  tIS.  If  vou  wish  to  withholij 
vour  nomt  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  oleast 
store  this  prominently  of  the  beginning  of  vour  written  correioonderKt.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  AU  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  CL  rvt  iL  ^ g-TI^ 

Affiliation  (if  any):  A^orhL  A / r^ii  / A /x:.-  z. 

Street  Address:  / 5^^/g  / Kon.  /e,?n/ 6 -A  , P O 

City,  State,  Zip:  ^ Date:  -C^Le.- 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 


P32-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Appendix  K:  Public  Conunents  and  Responses 


Comments 


Responses 


P33 

Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  Identified  In  the  EIS.  Please  Include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  Information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  H,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  In  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  Bl^  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notka:  Alt  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  CIS.  ti  you  wfsh  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  addreu  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  (he  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  prom/nentfy  of  fhe  beefnn/ne  of  vour  written  correspondence.  The  6LM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirely. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  I IIT  I I 

Affiliation  (if  any):  

Street  Address: 

City,  State,  Zip:  Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

"So  yv^Aixy  kAi’i 

K)jotUr r^^jiOnS. -i- 

f\T frAil\  h^.A^  /-lOorr 

6k  r / y 5 M a 


RECEIVED 


APR  1 I 2006 


Comments  must  be  received  by  AprU  N,  2006  gp  ,^^0  MANAGEMENT 

COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


P34 

5 


Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 


Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4. By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments.  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wfsh  fo  withhoid 
vour  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  prominently  at  the  beginning  of  vour  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissiortt  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print  Legibly 


Name:  t Prt  A o,  1 ^ o AD 


i 

Affiliation  (if  any):  KVIT/J  /9' T ^ A ^ 

Street  Address:  e l~C-  — 

City,  State,  Zip:  '^93^5  Date:  <3-/5  

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

X (.T..A.A  Uv-:fg  -Hap  ZMf le<naKLrffg/<3  

^ \ Xl). ~ ^Oi) 


RECEIVED 

FEB  1 6 2006 


BUREAU  Of  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  B3814 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P33-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


P34-1:  Thank  you  for  your  Comment. 
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Comments 


Responses 


P35 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 

comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006.  RECEIVED 


APR  1 I 2006 


Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MAtAOEMENT 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office.  ATTN:  RMPP^SOB 
Coeur  d’Alene.  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

PrlvAcy  Notict:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  <TAler>e  Field  Office  ar»d  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  tiS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  oddrtss  from  public  review  or  from  dfsclosure  under  ihe  Freedom  of  Informatton  Act,  please 
Slate  (Ms  protnintnUy  at  the  beei'nnfne  of  your  wriffen  corresponderye.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  taw.  All  submissions  from  organizations  arxl  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 


Name: 


Affiliation  (if  any):  ,'^0'ytArhlF.  M ^ i^c^Ho  IPAlt- S 

Street  Address:  inn  E 's-m-,  Kjt 

City,  State,  Zip:  , OK  ‘RPtA)  oatg.  0-H(oS  I-U=C<c 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  oc  a separate  sheet.)  \ 
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Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P35  (Cent.) 

.y  Cike  TZ>  W RE'-CffdHrU 


T&  >HO(zr  ve-Hku^j,  /vaj'  ^ cvnggc  OKt^  Uje- 

The  awaC 

f/LOsi  PcM.  X 'Wo  7a  17tC^  H/(rHU^O  A^i-. 


P35-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 

Also,  as  shown  on  Map  37  (Draft),  the  Boulder  Creek  and 
Frost  Peak  Roads  are  designated  routes  without  restric- 
tions. The  Atlas  Mine  Road  is  shown  with  vehicle  class 
restrictions.  There  is  no  resource  management  reason  for 
this,  so  the  RMP  is  changed  to  show  this  as  a designated 
route  without  restrictions  (Map  37,  Final).  Vehicle  class 
restrictions  remain  proposed  for  the  Coeur  d’Alene/  St. 
Joe  Divide  Trail.  Restrictions  are  consistent  with  the 
current  width  and  easement  constraints  on  the  route. 


(fold  here) 


BLM  Coeur  (d’Alene  Field  Office 
ATTN:  RMP 
1808  N.  Third  Street 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814 
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Comments 


P36 

"Mike  Pearaon" 

<mlke0anatek labs . 

com>  To 

<ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov> 

04/13/2006  10:01  cc 

AM 

Subject 

Trail  abuse  by  4-wheelers 


Responses 


Hello, 

I'm  a lifelong  resident  of  Idaho,  and  have  lived  in  the  Moscow  area  since  1980.  I'm  an 
avid  outdoor  enthusiast.  I hike,  mountain  bike,  ski,  and  fish  in  the  most  beautiful  state 
in  the  union:  Idaho. 


I spend  much  of  my  time  hiking  and  cycling  in  the  Freeze-out  area  off  of  FR  301. 


In  the  last  4 years,  all  trails  in  this  area  have  been  decimated  by  4-wheel  motorized 
vehicles.  This  use  group  skirts  gate  closures  and  has  put  in  new  trails  to  the  summit  of 
Grandfather  Mountain  (I  rode  my  bicycle  down  these  eroded  trenches  last  summer) . The  trail 
between  Grandfather  and  Grandmother  mountain  is  trashed,  as  is  most  of  the  "Historic" 
Delaney  Creek  Trail  all  the  way  to  Marble  Creek. 


Being  an  avid  bicycler,  I would  have  no  problem  with  this  area  being  closed  to  everything 
but  foot  traffic,  but  I favor  a complete  ban  on  all  4 and  3 wheel  motorized  traffic.  These 
machines  widen  trails,  create  massive  erosion,  and  in  my  opinion  should  be  restricted  to 
roads  designed  for  car  travel. 


1 


I have  seen  a huge  negative  inpact  on  the  following  trails: 


Lookout  Mountain/Widow  Mountain  trails 

Gold  Center  Trail  (This  one  is  a freeway)  Delaney  Creek  Trail  Lost  Lake  and  Little  Lost 
Lake  Trails  Fish  Lake  trail  All  Trails  on  top  of  Grandmother  and  Grandfather  Mountains 
(Grandfather  Mountain  is  being  devastated  on  its  west  slopes). 


21  PLEASE  KEEP  4-WHEELERS  OFF  OF  OUR  TRAILS  - NOBODY  WANTS  THIS  USE  GROUP  ON  SINGLE  TRACK 
I TRAILS  INCLUDING  THE  TWO  WHEEL  MOTORIZED  CROWD,  HORSE  RIDERS,  HIKERS,  AND  BICYCLERS. 


Freezeout  is  a beautiful  area  all  times  of  year.  The  "no-motorized  vehicles"  posted  signs 
at  freeze-out  saddle  last  year  were  torn  down,  and  driven  by.  There  are  responsible  4- 
wheeler  riders  out  there  and  they  keep  to  roads  and  unrestricted  areas  which  are  plentiful 
in  Idaho. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Mike  Pearson 
Laboratory  Director 
Anatek  Labs,  Inc. 

1282  Alturas  Drive 
Moscow,  ID  83843 
(208)883-2839 


P36-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1.  Your  comment  letter  mentioned  OHV  damage 
specifically  on  Grandmother  and  Grandfather  Mountains 
and  Gold  Center  Trail  among  other  places.  Please  be 
aware  that  the  western  portion  of  the  Grandmother 
Mountain  Wilderness  Study  Area,  which  includes  Grand- 
mother and  Grandfather  Mountains,  was  transferred  by 
Congress  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Arkansas- 
Idaho  Land  Exchange  Act  of  1992.  BLM  no  longer  has 
management  authority  over  this  western  portion  of  the 
WSA  and  our  travel  restrictions  do  not  apply  to  it.  Also, 
Gold  Center  Trail  is  a Forest  Service  Trad. 


P36-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
Pl-1. 


P37 


Diane/Al 

Prorak/Poplawsky 
<dial@moscow . com> 

ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov 

04/16/2006  05:36 
PM 


BLM  RMP  comments 

Please  respond  to 
dial@moscow.com 


To 

cc 

Subject 


April  16,  2006 

Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

I am  writing  to  comment  on  the  revision  of  your  Resource  Management  Plan  as  it  relates  to 
management  in  the  Grandmother  Mtn.  Roadless  Area. 

I realize  I am  a few  days  past  the  deadline,  however  due  to  knee  surgery  last  week  this  is 
the  first  day  I have  been  able  to  attend  to  this  matter. 

The  Grandmother  Mtn.  roadless  area  has  a long  traditional  usage  by  non-motorized 
recreational  users,  we,  along  with  friends  and  family  hike  in  the  area  at  least  a few 
times  each  year  - for  at  least  the  past 

16  years  -,  and  used  to  ski  up  on  Marks  Butte  in  the  winter  before  snowmobiles  were  made 
powerful  enough  to  get  up  there  and  cortqjletely  ruin  the  solitude  and  the  experience. 


Starting  about  5 years  ago,  the  motorized  use  in  the  area  started  becoming  so  excessive 
that  our  activities  and  those  of  others  have  become  much  less  enjoyable.  There  is  almost 
the  constant  whine  of  motors  to  be  heard,  and  oftentimes  the  motorized  users  fly  past 
(sometimes  dangerously  fast)  in  a terrible  racket  of  noise  and  dust. 

One  must  literally  listen  for  them  coming  and  Jump  out  of  the  way  on  time.  There  is 
terrible  resource  damage  in  sewne  areas  with  numerous  two-tracks  created  and  very  deep  ruts 
with  very  deep  dust  instead  of  ground.  I am  also  aware  of  Illegally  constructed  ORV 
trails  in  the  area. 

Motorized  use  has  got  completely  out  of  hand  in  this  area. 

Although  much  of  this  area  is  Wilderness  Study  Area,  two  parts  with  unique  ecosystems 
(Mark's  Butte  and  Plnchot  Butte)  are  not  and  should  be  thus  designated.  The  excessive 
motorized  abuse  of  the  WSAs  and  potential  WSAs  is  a serious  threat  to  the  potential 
wilderness  status  of  these  areas. 


P37-1:  Please  see  responses  Pl-1  and  05-16. 


Due  to  these  problems,  motorized  use  should  be  banned  in  the  WSAs  and  also  the  Lookout 
Mtn/Widow  Pk  trail,  Delaney  Crk  trail,  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  and  Fish 
Lake  Creek  Trail. 


Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 


A1  PoplawsKy/Diane  Prorak 
2108  Vandal  Dr. 

Moscow,  ID  83843 


K-144 


Proposed  Coeur  d'Alene  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Pina!  I inviron mental  Impact  Statement 


Appendix  K:  Public  Comments  :tnd  Responses 


Comments 

P38 


Responses 


tred 

vtredrUuidaho.edu 


04-13/2006  10:07 
AM 


To 

Id_CDA_RMP0blm . gov, 
foc0wildrockies.org 

cc 

Subject 

Grandmother  Mountain  area 


I have  done  inventory  work  with  Chuck  Wellner  a number  of  years  ago  in  the  Mark's  Butte 
and  Pinchot  Butte  areas.  These  fascinating  wetland  sites  need  to  be  protected  as  natural 
areas.  Motorized  use  should  s<»nehow  be  excluded  from  this  fragile  ecosystem.  Please  close 
the  following  trails  to  ORV  use:  Lookout  Mt. /Window  Mt.,  Delaney  Creek,  Lost  Lake,  Little 
Lost  Lake  and  Fish  Lake  Creek.  I may  continue  to  study  the  aquatic  sites  - lakes,  ponds, 
wetlands  in  the  BLM  Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless  Area  this  summer. 

Fred  Rabe 


P38-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1. 

The  proposed  action  would  expand  the  Lund  Creek  Re- 
search Natural  Area  to  include  Pinchot  Marsh  (see  Map 
55). 


P39 


Dave  Remington 
<gray73_2OOO0yah 

oo.com>  To 

ID_CDA_RMP0blm. gov 

03/30/2006  10:59  cc 

AM 

Subject 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  - Comments  due  by  April  13 


DATE:  30  March  2006 

TO:  CDA  BLM  Field  Office  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office 

ATTN:  RMP 

1808  North  Third  Street 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814 
Email: ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov 
Fax:  208-769-5050 

FROM:  David  Gray  Remington,  Moscow  Idaho  (contact  info  in  signature  below) 

SUBJECT:  My  comments  on  draft  EIS  due  by  April  13th 

I request  that  the  following  be  considered  in  revising  the  draft  EIS: 

II  1)  Support  additions  to  Wilderness  Study  Area  network,  and  protect  wilderness  values  in 
I all  WSAs 

21  2)  Ensure  with  specific  provisions  that  motorized  users  are  required  to  stay  on  designated 
^ * roads  and  trails 

j|  3)  Support  additions  to  the  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  network 

41  4)  Modify  Alternative  D to  reflect  a compromise  between  Alternative  B (Commodity  emphasis) 
I and  Alternative  C (Conservation  emphasis) 

5 I 5)  Reduce  the  acres  of  land  identified  for  sale  or  exchange 


David  Gray  Remington 

Cybrarian,  Info  Guide  ( Scout,  * Wilderness  Preserver  (somewhat  ret.  :-) 

Email:  gray73_2OOO0yahoo.com 

Snail:  536  Ridge  Road,  Moscow,  ID  83843 

Telairtaphone : (ceil!)  208-691-7943 


P39-1;  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1. 


P39-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  P16-1. 

P39-3:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

P39-4:  Alternative  D is  somewhat  of  a compromise  between 
Alternatives  B and  C.  However,  Alternative  D also  incor- 
porates measures  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  that  BLM 
identified  from  preliminart’  analysis  of  Alternatives  A,  B, 
and  C.  It  also  incorporates  new  information  that  became 
available  after  development  of  the  other  three  alterna- 
tives. 

P39-5:  The  area  identified  as  available  for  adjustment  is 
simply  an  estimate  of  BLM-administered  lands  that  do 
not  meet  the  criteria  for  accjuisition/ retention,  ’fhe  crite- 
ria would  be  used  to  determine  whether  to  retain,  acquire, 
or  adjust  lands. 
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Comments 


Responses 


MelissA  Sanborn 
<sanbor nmaOyahoo . 
c<m\> 

04/13/2006  02:51 
PM 


P40 


I D_CDA_BMP0  bim.gov 


To 

cc 


Subject 

Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless 
Area/Trails 


Dear  BLM, 


I have  been  a Moscow,  Idaho  resident  for  four  years  and  am  an  avid  fan  of  the  outdoors.  I 
enjoy  the  outdoors  because  they  provide  an  escape  from  the  obnoxious  pace  that  most  of  us 
live  in  day  in  and  day  out.  However,  it  is  often  difficult  to  enjoy  the  landscapes  of  the 
outdoors  due  to  motorized  recreational  vehicles.  Not  only  do  these  vehicles  allow  for 
recklessness  on  sacred  wildlife  land,  they  disturb  the  peace  of  the  outdoors  and  distract 
from  its  true  serenity.  It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  Grandmother  Mountain 
Roadless  Area  will  will  be  affected  by  the  revision  of  the  BLM's  Resource  Management  Plan 
Widow  Mountain  Trail,  Delaney  Creek  Trail,  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  and 
Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail  are  sacred  parcels  of  land  to  trail-hikers,  backpackers  and  skiers. 
It  is  vital  that  these  trails  and  this  land  be  closed  off  to  of f-road/motorlzed  vehicles 
to  protect  the  integrity  of  an  area  that  is  enjoyed  by  so  many  local  residents. 


P40-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1. 


Please  consider  this  email  in  the  revision  of  Grandmother  Mountain  Roadless  Area  - help 
protect  the  wildlife  of  the  area  and  the  trails  for  true  outdoor  enthusiasts. 


Thank  you, 
Melissa  Sanborn 


P41 

"Ted  Scherff" 

<tedscherf f@hotma 
il . com> 

ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov 

04/13/2006  08:15 
AM 


To 

cc 

Subject 


I wish  to  comment  on  the  E^MP  regading  the  lands  of  Idaho  administered  by  the  BLM: 


Motorized  recreationists  are  destroying  many  areas  of  Idaho  with  overly  intensive  and 
indiscrimlnite  activity.  In  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area  the  Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail, 
Delaney  Creek  trail.  Lost  trail,  Little  lost  Lake  trail,  and  fish  lake  creek  tails  are 
badly  damaged  by  motorized  users. 

These  trails  should  be  closed  to  motorized  activity. 


P41-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
to  Pl-1. 


Most  certainly,  areas  under  Wilderness  Study  should  be  off-limits  to  motorized 
recreation.  The  past  has  shown  that  the  old  tactic  of  allowing  degrading  activity  inside 
"Wilderness  Study"  areas  for  the  purpose  of  degradation  so  the  areas  will  not  meet 
"wilderness"  criteria,  has  back-fired  on  BLM  and  other  federal  resource  management 
agencies  and  discredited  the  associated  employees.  This  is  shamful! 


2 I Marks  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte  should  be  designated  as  Wilderness  Areas. 


Sincerely, 


Ted  L.  Scherff 
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Comments 
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P42 


Public  Comment  Card 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  Include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notice:  AU  publk  commer^u,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  prominently  of  the  beginning  of  vour  written  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  AU  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  ;,d  f 

Affiliation  (if  any):  : I hla  

Street  Address: 

City,  State,  Zip:  jXTS  Date:  

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

4-Itp  rl^ 


RECEIVED 

APR  1 1 2006 

BUREAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


Responses 


P42-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


P43 


"Gretchen 

Stewart" 

<gretchen . Stewart  To 

@groail . com>  ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov 

cc 

04/14/2006  07:12 

AM  Subject 

Comments 


Hello  there. 

I'm  a Grandmother  and  a Grandmother  Mountain  enthusiast.  I've  hiked  there  and  picked 
huckleberries  there  and  enjoyed  the  solitude  and  beauty.  I plan  to  continue  using  this 
area  close  to  my  home  for  at  least  two  more  decades. 

(Motorized  use  of  this  area  is  inappropriate  because  BLM  cannot  enforce  the  current  uses 
allowed  for  motorized  vehicles.  Some  motorized  users  are  abusing  the  area  and  destroying 
the  values  that  the  area  is  best  suited  for — like  primitive  hiking,  solitude,  quiet, 
wilderness  and  roadless  experiences.  Furthermore,  those  motorized  abusers  are  degrading 
the  land  and  lowering  the  chances  for  the  roadless  area  to  become  eligible  for  designated 
Wilderness . 


P43-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
Pl-1. 


I urge  the  BLM  to  please  close  the  following  trails  to  motorized  use: 

Lookout  Mt. /Widow  Mt . Trail,  Fish  Lake  Creek  Trail,  Little  Lost  Lake  Trail,  Lost  Delaney 
Creek  Trail,  and  Lost  Lake  Trail. 

Also,  Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot  Butte  are  perfect  candidates  for  designation  as  Wilderness 
Study  Areas.  Please  recognize  their  unniqueness.  I nominate  them!  Will  you? 


Thank  you, 

Gretchen  Stewart 
411  South  Hayes 
Moscow,  Idaho  83843 
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Comments 


Responses 


1 


P44 

Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  Identified  In  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  In  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


privacy  Notict:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  CIS.  i1  you  wish  to  wfthhoU 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  revfew  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  oieose 
state  this  prominenttv  at  the  begfnn/ne  of  vour  written  correspondenct.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  nA--  

Affiliation  (if  any);  

Street  Address:  b /r  

City,  State,  Zip:  Date:  ^ 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

C/rr-l/  . ^ 

uytf  ! ' K-e  -tO / ^ lifers' 

^ 

(^k^. ' 

RECEIVED 

APR  1 1 2006 

BUREAU  Of  UNO  MANAGEMENT 

CRFiiRn'AIFNFin  A1B14 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P44-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


P45 

Susan  Westervelt 
<suew@uidaho . edu> 

04/14/2006  04:36  ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov 

PM 


Resource  Mgmt  Plan 


To 

cc 

Subject 


To  Whom  It  Concerns. 


As  an  Idaho  native  and  one  who  visits  the  Grandmother  Mountain  area  regularly  for  hiking, 
camping,  photography,  huckleberry  picking  and  the  remote  scenic  beauty  of  the  area,  it  is 
of  great  concern  to  me  that  the  revised  management  plan  give  the  area  proper  protection. 
The  area  is  part  of  the  inventoried  roadless  lands  and  includes  some  Wilderness  Study 
designation  and  it  is  imperative  that  ORV  use  be  curtailed.  The  last  time  I was  up  there, 
the  damage  done  by  rampant  off-road  vehicle  use  was  unsightly  and  radical.  ORV  use  is  a 
scourge  on  the  landscape  and  ecologically  destructive.  At  a minimum,  the  following  trails 
should  be  closed  to  ORV  use:  Delaney  Creek,  Fish  Lake  Creek,  Little  Lost  Lake,  Lost  Lake, 

and  Lookout  Mtn/Widow  Mtn. 

In  addition  to  protecting  the  trails  on  Grandmother  Mountain,  Mark's  Butte  and  Pinchot 
Butte  qualify  for  Wilderness  Study  designation. 

There  are  no  road  systems,  and  the  unique  ecosystems  of  both  areas  deserve  our  formal 
protection . 


P45-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
toPl-1. 


Sincerely, 


Susan  Westervelt 
PO  Box  223 
Deary,  ID  83823 
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Responses 


P46 

RECEIVED 

Public  Comment  Card 

bureau  of  I^ANO  MANAGEMEN' 

Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  pr6J<Kt  attemitWes  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  Information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting:  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  lD_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notice;  All  public  comments,  includini  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  if  you  wish  (o  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  address  from  oubiic  reWgw  or  from  disclosurt  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  pieose 
slolf  (his  profninentlv  ot  the  beeinnioe  of  voor  written  torresoondenct.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  ar>d  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  In 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print  Legibly 


C\  \ [AJ  ph  J 


Name: 


Affiliation  (if  any):  

Street  Address: 

City,  State,  Zip:  Date: 


Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

^-X\J  i ^ 


CbTK£.r 

Ck  Q.t’T'  lO-XriaKo  ‘ 


,)  H,  % 

\ \.^Xj^Sd  Vx  \V^  t.  rS>  4 Ku.SiMSi 

Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


5 


P47 


RECEIVED 


A.°H  t t 2006 


Public  Comment  Card 


BUREAU  OF  UNO  KANAOEMENr 
COaiPU'ALEI.tlD  83BM 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 


Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1. Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 

Coeur  d'Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP@blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Prlvecy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wfsh  to  withhold 
vour  name  or  street  oddreis  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  pleose 
note  this  promfnenKv  of  the  beginning  of  vour  wrfften  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organlzailoos  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  In 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  ^Tp KcaI — 

Affiliation  (if  any): 

Street  Address:  ^7 jfi?r £:c|_ 

City,  State.  Zip:  -J- 0 isjO  I _ Date: 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

tAJOolJ  jlvCg  -io  see  /'ncu  fo  dCConncA»  h. 

uqL’.c)  c)r'i.Aa  cuA  TUo 's ^ 

al.’tCg.  T-  -i  L/s.  jy^ooU^  '^opfoci  ^ Ke 

(/(OnOm^  fowciS  'A 

Ly  /Kci/ig  i-nl<3  ~)  Aria'S 

4 ()  bv'v  1 4 l~g-  ■itc.-i)  ty 

o)/>uA-.  u.JO^\J I'VCa  40  pee  rnpC^ 



Commenn  must  be  receiver!  by  April  14,  2006 


P46-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 
P16-1. 


P47-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion. 
PI  6-1. 
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Comments 


1 


P48 

o 

Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  Input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EtS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notice:  All  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EiS.  If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
Stott  this  prominenffv  of  the  beginn/ne  of  your  writttn  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organuations  and  businesses,  ar>d  from  Individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  7^ 

Affiliation  (if  any):  Ofic)'' c^ONTf 

Street  Address:  //-S  IQ  

City,  State,  Zip:  ^ A xJfi  ^ g>  / Date:  ~ ^ ^ ^ 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 

^ ^ o t y~^  0 'Q . t<^ /y, 

T/fe  /^.S  


RECEIVED 

— FErnm — 

BURtAU  Uf  LAND  MANAISEMtN  I 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


P49 

RECEIVED 

FEB  0 8 2006 

Back  Country  ATV  Association 
Policy  Statement  on  the  Resource  Managemerit'j^t^^ATENE 

For  the 

Idaho  BLM  Couer  d’  Alene  Field  Office 

I am  l)/  //  ky/i  .7^ of  Back  Country  ATV  Association  of  the  Couer  d' 

Alene  area.  I represent  over  250  active  members  and  32  Associated  Business 
Members  in  this  area. 


Back  Country  ATV  Association  is  an  organization  dedicated  to  keeping  our  public  lands 
open.  By  working  with  state,  federal,  and  private  organizations  we  can  secure  long-temi 
usage  which  benefits  all  trail  users.  We  actively  oppose  any  laws  and  regulations  that 
are  determined  to  be  detrimental  to  the  best  interest  of  our  members.  We  look  for  ways 
to  support  other  ATV  clubs  that  shares  mutual  goals  and  objectives,  hence  expanding 
our  ATV  community.  We  also  take  environmental  concerns  seriously.  We  assist  in  trail 
clearing  efforts,  having  our  volunteer  labor  augment  the  primary  agency  resources. 

Back  Country  ATV  believes  public  lands  should  be  left  in  the  same  condition  or  better 
upon  completion  of  our  organized  rides. 

1 want  to  acknowledge  the  BLM  and  all  the  Clubs  and  Associations  that  have  been 
working  on  this  Planning  Process  for  the  past  2 years.  I commend  you  on  the  hard  work 
and  the  resulting  Documents  are  proof  of  this.  It  is  a very  important  milestone  you  have 
all  reached  and  is  a compliment  to  the  existing  Federal  Land  Policy  Act  of  1976,  and  is 
proof  that  the  work  that  has  gone  into  this  planning  process  will  survive  for  the  next  20 
years. 


1 


2 


Upon  review  by  our  membership,  of  this  Draft  RMP/EIS,  and  in  keeping  within  the 
function  of  our  club  to  interface  with  local,  state  and  federal  governmental  organizations, 
to  help  us  assure  equal  rights  in  the  National  Forest,  we  endorse  the  Alternative  D the 
(Preferred  Alternative)  as  presented,  as  we  also  feel  that  it  represents  the  best  mix  and 
variety  of  management  actions,  to  resolve  the  planning  issues,  and  to  achieve  a 
balance  between  all  the  user  groups  involved.  We  are  grossly  opposed  to  the  BLM 
taking  no  action  as  in  Alternative  A,  as  it  will  be  to  prohibited,  when  K comes  time  for 
implementing  management  measures  needed  to  address  our  concerns,  related  to  the 
growing  recreational  uses  we  enjoy,  and  the  adverse  impact  on  the  local  economies  of 
our  area.  We  acknowledge  some  of  the  constrains  this  alternative  impacts,  but  concede 
to  the  fact  that  we  must  be  flexible  in  the  decision  making  in  order  to  continue  to  use  our 
public  lands. 


I thank  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  before  you  at  this  public  hearing  and  to  comment  on 
this  document. 


February  7,  2006 


Responses 


P48-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


k 


P49-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
P49-2:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 
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Comments 


•The  Williams" 
<rajw6 omnicast . ne 

t'> 

04  15/2006  08:44 
AM 


P50 


<ID_CDA_RMPOblm. gov> 


4x4  trail  closuers 


To 

cc 

Subject 


Responses 


1 


I have  been  informed  of  4x4  trail  closures  in  the  following  areas. 

Palisides  Mine  Road 
Twin  Craig, s 
Latour  Creek 
Westfork  Pine  Creek 
Middlefork  Pine  Creek 
Highland  Creek 
and  Pine  Point. 

Why?  The  4x4  community  would  be  more  than  happy  to  help  maintain  any  of  these  trails  to 

keep  them  open  for  our  sport.  Why  not  let  the  groups  in  the 

4x4  arena  get  involved  to  keep  these  trails  available  to  use? 

What  does  closing  them  achieve?  Let  the  4x4  groups  know  what  the  problems  are  so  we  can  be 

better  educated  on  the  needs  of  the  areas  involved,  and  then  provide  people  to  help  with 

whatever  would  be  required  to  maintain  these  trails  and  roads. 


P50-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


Dick  Williams 
6122  N ’C  st. 
Spokane  WA.  99205 


P51 


RECEIVED  4 


FEB  1 6 2006 


Public  Comment  Card 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
COEUR  D'ALENE  ID  83814 


Please  use  ihis  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 


Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  following  ways: 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d’Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  ID_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 


Privacy  Notlc:  All  public  comments,  Including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  lor 
public  review  at  Die  Coeur  tfxiene  Field  Olflce  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  If  you  wish  10  wirhhpM 
vnur  name  or  rireel  address  Irrvn  nubile  review  or  from  disclosure  under  Ihe  Freedom  pf  Infprmolton  Act,  plepge 
■rnr.  rhl.  oromlrrenrlv  nl  the  Pe.InnIne  of  your  wrlllen  correspondence.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  repuests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  Irom  organliatlons  and  businesses,  and  from  Individuals  Identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organltations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  Inspection  m 
their  entirety. 


Please  Print  Legibly 


Affiliation  (if  any):  COUf,n7iy  Afl/~ 

Street  Address:  /I/' 

City,  State,  Zip:  TcST  Pfo  C (-  3.^, 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 


.r  f,v/or/~  /Ire'll  Si?  72> — c — /-RO/u — 

^ /^7/d  ■n/C  /Afr'/riy  Crin/^S — t — 

/A//1S  f'Bur'  -r?/£' 

agjc  f/i/i/r/xJiS  / r 

A)f£i>  MOR£  — 14  

-TF  AceeXS — Z? 

'FuSL/C  ^ -SVZ4 — LH — TiVa^' 

-BF  TAX£^  FA/Z)  FaJ  /7, 

Commrnti  mud  he  received  by  April  14,  200h 


P51-1;  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
P16-1. 


P51-2:  When  considering  how  best  to  manage  all  resources, 
including  many  that  are  directly  or  indirectly  affected  by 
motorized  travel,  a proposed  balance  was  reached  that 
will  still  allow  for  extensive  motorized  travel  and  at  the 
same  time  allow  for  maintenance  of  other  p’pes  of  re- 
sources. 
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Comments 


1| 


P52 


7 


Public  Comment  Card 


Please  use  this  comment  card  to  submit  input  regarding  the  project  alternatives  and 
potential  environmental  Impacts  of  the  RMP  as  identified  in  the  EIS.  Please  include  any 
sources  of  relevant  data  or  information  that  you  feel  may  enhance  this  document.  Written 
comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006. 

Comments  can  be  submitted  in  the  follovdng  ways; 

1 .Turn  in  today  at  the  Public  Meeting;  or 

2.  By  US  Mail  addressed  to  BLM  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office,  ATTN:  RMP,  1808  N.  Third  Street, 
Coeur  d’Alene,  ID  83814  ; or 

3.  By  E-mail  to  IO_CDA_RMP®blm.gov;  or 

4.  By  Fax  to  (208)  769-5050. 

Privacy  Notic*:  AU  public  comments,  including  names  and  mailing  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office  and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  EIS.  \f  vou  wish  fo  withhold 
your  namt  or  street  addreis  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  please 
state  this  prominently  at  the  6ee/nrune  of  vour  written  cortesDondtnee.  The  BLM  will  honor  such  requests  to  the 
extent  allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  and  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Please  Print  Legibly 

Name:  C uJ,LL/^ 

/»7V  / 1 

Affiliation  (if  any):  N i/fh  /HTv  / / & e-vl /iTu' 

Street  Address:  P D 7!  os-  

City,  State.  Zip:  J-  D f)  H ^ V Date:  1 1 'i  IP  (j 

Comments:  (Comments  may  be  continued  on  the  back  or  a separate  sheet.) 


RECEIVED 

FEB  1 7 2006 

bureau  of  land  management 

— COEUR  D‘ALCNE  IP  0()814 — 


Comments  must  be  received  by  April  14,  2006 


"Robin  Woods" 
<rwoods@alturasan 
alytics .com> 

04/14/2006  11:49 
AM 


P53 


<ID_CDA_RMP0blm.gov> 


Freezeout  Ridge 


To 

cc 

Subject 


Responses 


P52-1:  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 


s 


Hello, 


I have  lived  in  the  Moscow,  Idaho  area  since  1980  and  I am  an  avid  outdoor  enthusiast.  I 
enjoy  hiking,  mountain  biking,  and  skiing  in  the  most  beautiful  state  in  the  union:  Idaho. 
I spend  much  of  my  time  hiking  and  cycling  in  the  Freeze-out  area  off  of  FR  301. 


In  the  last  4 years,  all  trails  in  this  area  have  been  decimated  by  4-wheel  motorized 
vehicles.  This  use  group  skirts  gate  closures  and  has  put  in  new  trails  to  the  summit  of 
Grandfather  Mountain  (I  rode  my  bicycle  down  these  eroded  trenches  last  summer).  The  trail 
between  Grandfather  and  Grandmother  mountain  is  trashed,  as  is  most  of  the  "Historic" 
Delaney  Creek  Trail  all  the  way  to  Marble  Creek. 


Being  an  avid  bicycler,  I would  have  no  problem  with  this  area  being  closed  to  everything 
but  foot  traffic,  but  I favor  a complete  ban  on  all  4 and  3 wheel  motorized  traffic.  These 
machines  widen  trails,  create  massive  erosion,  and  in  my  opinion  should  be  restricted  to 
roads  designed  for  car  travel. 


P53-1:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion.  Please  see  response 
Pl-1. 


1 


I have  seen  a huge  negative  impact  on  the  following  trails: 

Lookout  Mountain/Widow  Mountain  trails 
Gold  Center  Trail  (This  one  is  a freeway) 

Delaney  Creek  Trail 

Lost  Lake  and  Little  Lost  Lake  Trails 
Fish  Lake  trail 

All  Trails  on  top  of  Grandmother  and  Grandfather  Mountains  (Grandfather  Mountain  is  being 
devastated  on  its  west  slopes). 


Your  comment  letter  mentioned  OH\"  damage  specifi- 
cally on  Grandmother  and  Grandfather  Mountains  and 
Gold  Center  Trail  among  others.  Please  be  aware  that  the 
western  portion  of  the  Grandmother  Mountain  W’ilder- 
ness  Study  Area  which  includes  Grandmother  and 
Grandfather  Mountains  was  transferred  bv  Congress  to 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  by  the  Arkansas-Idaho  l.and  Kx- 
change  Act  of  1992.  BLM  no  longer  has  management 
authority  over  this  western  portion  the  \\’S.\  and  tmr 
travel  restrictions  do  not  apply  to  it.  Ciold  Onter  Tniil  is 
a Forest  Scr\’ice  Trail. 
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Comments 


Responses 


P53  (Cont.) 

2 I PLEASE  KEEP  4-WHEELERS  OFF  OF  OUR  TRAILS  - NOBODY  WANTS  THIS  USE  GROUP  ON  SINGLE  TRACK 
^ I TRAILS  INCLUDING  THE  TWO  WHEEL  MOTORIZED  CROWD,  HORSE  RIDERS,  HIKERS,  AND  BICYCLERS. 

Fre«t«out  Is  a beautiful  area  all  times  of  year.  The  "no-motorized  vehicles"  posted  signs 
at  freeze-out  saddle  last  year  were  torn  down,  and  many  non-responsible  4-wheeler 
enthusiasts  drove  past  them.  There  are  responsible  4-wheeler  riders  out  there  and  they 
Keep  to  roads  and  unrestricted  areas,  which  are  plentiful  in  Idaho. 


P53-2:  Thank  you  for  your  suggestion, 
to  Pl-1. 


Please  see  response 


Thank  you, 


Robin  Woods 


Robin  Woods 
President 
Alturas  Analytics, 
1282  Alturas  Drive 
Moscow  ID  83843 


Inc . 


T 208.883,3400 
F 208.882,9246 

email  rwoods$alturasanalytics .com 
www.alturasanalytics .com 
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Coeur  d'Alene  Field  Office 
Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS 


Coeurd  Alene.  Idaho 
October  2006 


Motorized  Route  Designations  - Silver  Valley 

Alternative  D 


Under  Alternative  D.  motorized  vehicle  travel  (except  snowmobiles)  is  "limited"  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  on  all  BLM  managed  land,  except  within  areas  designated  as  "closed"  (see  legend).  Some 
of  the  designated  roads  and  trails  also  have  vehicle  class  or  seasonal  restrictions.  There  are  no  "open" 
areas  under  this  alternative  - off-road  motorized  travel  is  not  permitted,  except  for  snowmobiles. 
Snowmobiles  are  allowed  to  travel  off-road  on  all  BLM  lands,  except  where  depicted  otherwise  on  this  map 
0 1 2 4 6 8 

Miles 


This  map  is  intended  tor  display  purposes  only.  No  warranty  is  made  by  the  Bureau  ofl^and  Management 
as  to  the  accuracy,  reliability  or  completeness  of  these  data  for  individual  or  aggregate  use  with  other  data, 
or  for  purposes  not  intended  by  BI.M.  Tins  map  may  not  meet  National  Map  Accuracy  Standards.  This  product 
was  developed  using  a (»cographic  Information  S\'5tcm  and  information  may  be  updated  without  notification. 
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Road  and  Trail  Restrictions 
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Roads  and  Trails  shown  in  orange  on  the  map  are  dosed 
to  vehicle  travel  during  the  time  periods  shossm  below. 


Legend 

Travel  Area  Designation 


Surface  Management 


12/1  10  3/31 
Yearlong 
12/1  10  3/31 
Yearlong 
8/30  to  1/1 
Yearlong 
Yearlong 


12/1  10  3/31 
No  Restricirons 
12/1  to  3/31 
12/1  to  3/31 
8/30  to  1/1 
8/30  to  1/1 
Yearlong 


12/1  10  3/31 
No  Resiriclions 
12/1  10  3/31 
12/1  to  3/31 
8/30 10  1/1 
8/30  to  1/1 
No  Restrictions 


No  Restnclions 
No  Restrictions 
12/1  to  3/31 
12/1  to  3/31 
8/30  to  1/1 
6/30  to  1/1 
Yearlong 


21  Labor  to  Memorial  Day  Labor  to  Memorial  Day  Labor  to  Memonal  Day  No  Restnctions 

22  Labor  lo  Memonal  Day  Labor  to  Memonal  Day  Labor  lo  Memorial  Day  Labor  lo  Memorial  Day 

23  Yearlong  Labor  to  Memonal  Day  Labor  lo  Memonal  Day  No  Restnclions 

25  4/110  11/15  4/110  11/15  4/1  to  11/15  4/110  11/15 

26  Yearlong  Labor  to  Memorial  Day  Labor  to  Memonal  Day  Labor  to  Memorial  Day 

27  Yearlong  Yearlong  No  Restrictions  N 


Closed  to  All  Motonzed  Vehicles  | 

Molonzed  Vehicles,  Except  Snowmobiles  Limited  to  Designated  Routes 
Wl  Motorized  Vehicles,  Including  Snowmobiles.  Limited  lo  Designated  Routes  | 

Travel  Route  Designation  I 

Designated  Road/Easement  (Open  year  round  lo  all  motorized  vehicles)  I 
~ Designated  Road/Trail  with  Restnclions  I 

Proposed  Federal  Land  Management  Highways 

Roads/Trails 

TRAIL  - 

UNIMPROVED  ROAD 

LIGHT  DUTY  ROAD 

SECONDARY  HWY 

HIGHWAY 


I BLM 
1 PRIVATE 
I STATE 

I STATE  FISH  S GAME 
I TRIBE 
I USFS 
WATER 
STREAMS 
' SECTION  LINES 


r 


